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OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR CONRAD BURNS 


Senator Burns. We will call the committee to order; Senator Dor- 
gan may or may not show up. Depending upon what he figures the 
landscape is. I appreciate him and everything. I want to open up 
this morning, because in the Billings Gazette there’s a story, and 
when I talk about public lands and why they’re very important to 
us in Montana, and how they’re handled and how they’re managed, 
and all of this thing, one has to remember that the government 
would like to take credit for improved range conditions. But there 
was an organization that was started just after World War II, that 
was funded by the ranchers that had done most of the improve- 
ments on ground like BLM. It was called the Society for Range 
Management. Some of us will probably remember that organization 
and the work they did, conservation districts, and this type of 
thing, and they were primarily responsible for putting water in 
areas, where they had no water before, and improvements of the 
range and then they also established at that time range manage- 
ment studies at our Land grant colleges across the country. Any- 
way this morning there was a lady that had just passed away, in 
Garfield County. Garfield County is a huge county but it only has 
900 hearty residents up there, in fact they only have one high 
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school. That used to he a boarding school years ago, when you took 
your high school students to school on Monday morning you didn’t 
see them until after the football game was over on Friday night. 
Now some folks would think that was a pretty good deal, but none- 
theless when you live on ranches, you know you’ve got to have 
some help around, but they couldn’t run buses because the county’s 
so large and of course and very sparsely populated. 

But there was a lady who died she was 94 years old, in Garfield 
County, and I remember her and her mother, and even her father. 
Years ago they ranched out north of Sands Springs in the Missouri 
Breaks. When you were at the Pense Ranch you were outdoors. I 
mean it was just outside. When Mr. Pense died, he had a stroke, 
and was bedridden for 3 years. Their house had a dirt floor, they 
wet it down every morning, and swept it every morning, and in 
that huge kitchen was a big heat stove that sat on rocks, and a 
cooking range, and that was their heat. People say, well my gosh 
how cold in the winter it would get there, and I said well you 
know, basically it was warmer in that particular room, than in any 
room in any house you ever seen, because no cold air could get 
under it. Like if you had a floor and you had cold air under it, why 
your floor would get cold. I can remember those days as a kid on 
the farm. But basically it was very cozy and toasty, but I remember 
these two women, and how after Roy died how they carried on on 
that ranch. This is a pioneer family that is slowly slipping into our 
past, and they reach way back into the years where there was no 
electricity, there was no such thing as running water, or anything. 
They were really people of the land, and hearty people in a very 
very hard country as far as the elements were concerned. I don’t 
think anybody has any appreciation; I used to do a lot of business 
with them when I was in Billings Livestock Commission Company, 
and Mrs. Pense would call you up, and she had lost her hearing, 
the mother had, and she used to call up and she used to just yell 
into the telephone, and we’re sending you a load of cattle, when I 
at Billings Livestock Commission Company, now they couldn’t ride 
horses, and they had no way, and they hired no one. So what they 
would do, what cattle they had on the ranch they would lure them 
into traps with feed, and then they’d close the gate, and call up a 
man that was in the trucking business in Jordan, Montana, and 
he’d come out, so whatever walked off of that truck was what you 
got. It was just anything and everything. 

But I just wanted to make note of that, and that it be in the 
record, because I was saddened by her passing. But 94 is a long 
life, and especially under the conditions that those folks live in, up 
on the Missouri River, that runs across the northern part of the 
State, into the Missouri Breaks, what we call the Missouri Breaks. 
You’ll remember there was a movie with Marlon Brando that come 
out years ago with that name, the Missouri Breaks, it was a horse 
story. It was horses — they used to bring a lot of horses out from 
Canada, across through the Missouri Breaks on their way to Mile 
City, because Mile City, Fort Keogh there was a remount station 
for the Army. 

So the history of that country is very interesting, but I’m sad to 
see that Little Rosie has passed on, and slipped into the past and 
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so it’s a passing of an era that we have to live with in Montana. 
It’s kind of the history of our State. 

Thank you for coming this morning, subcommittee. We’re to dis- 
cuss the Interior’s fiscal year 2007 budget. 

I’d like to welcome our three witnesses: Lynn Scarlett, Deputy 
Secretary of the Interior, nice to have you with us this morning; 
Thomas Weimer, Assistant Secretary for Policy, Management, and 
Budget; and of course Pam Haze Co-Director of the Budget Office. 
So we welcome you here this morning. 

The request for the Department totals about $10.5 billion — $9.6 
billion of which is under this subcommittee’s jurisdiction, this 
amounts to about a 1.8 percent decrease compared to the fiscal 
year 2006. Of course there are some of us on the committee that 
have a little bit of a problem with that, but I think we can work 
through it and still stay with what the President wants to do. It 
all boils down to priorities, where we spend our money, where we 
don’t spend our money. 

In the context of the broader budget situation and our emphasis 
on defense and homeland security this reduction may not sound so 
dramatic but as we get into the details, it’s obvious we’re going to 
have some issues with the Department’s budget as we go forward. 
For example, after years of ramping up the PILT program to get 
closer to its authorized level, this budget proposes to slash it by 
$35 million — from $233 million back to $198 million. That would 
be the lowest level of funding for this program since fiscal year 
2000. As a former county commissioner myself, I can tell you that 
is going in the wrong direction. 

There are a number of other reductions that concern me. The 
Construction accounts of the Park Service and Fish and Wildlife 
Service have been cut by $85 million and $26 million, respectively. 
Funding for Indian school construction has been cut by $49 million. 

In the Wildland Fire budget, the fuels reduction program is pro- 
posed to be cut by $8.3 million and the rural fire assistance pro- 
gram that gives grants and technical assistance to local firefighting 
departments is reduced by $10 million. I think that is short-sight- 
ed, and I’ll tell you why these local departments are frequently the 
first ones to arrive at a fire and they often put them out before 
they turn into disasters that can cost tens of millions of dollars. I’m 
happy to see that some important programs in the budget are pro- 
posed to receive significant increases. 

For example, $26.5 million in the Bureau of Land Management 
and $11.3 million in the Minerals Management Service — ^both for 
the purpose of enhancing domestic oil and natural gas production, 
on and offshore. I know that the BLM has had an enormous in- 
crease in the number of Applications for Permits to Drill (APD’s) 
over the last few years so I think it’s wise that you’ve added money 
to address this workload. By processing more APD’s we not only 
provide more oil and gas to the marketplace but also provide more 
royalties to the States and the Federal Treasury. I think a lot of 
folks don’t realize how important of a money maker minerals man- 
agement is. In fact it’s about the only one in the Federal Govern- 
ment that does make money. So the investment there is welcomed 
and I think it’s important. 
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Other important program increases include $25.4 million for In- 
dian land consolidation to reduce the growing fractionation of In- 
dian interests in lands. If we don’t begin to get control of this dra- 
matic increase, the Federal Government will continue to struggle 
in meeting its trust responsibilities to the Indian community. 

Finally, the fire suppression budget is proposed to receive an in- 
crease of $26.3 million. While I believe it is wise to budget for the 
10-year average for fire suppression costs as the Department has 
done. I’d like to see this number start to come down as we do more 
fuels reduction projects to reduce fire danger. I’d also like to hear 
what administrative measures you have put in place, or plan to put 
in place, to reduce our skyrocketing firefighting costs. I get the feel- 
ing every now and again that that’s a cottage industry, that just — 
that is just skyrocketing out of control. 

Before I conclude my remarks. I’d like to thank the folks at the 
Department of the Interior who are helping us deal with a serious 
problem we have with wolf predation in Eastern Montana. Wolves 
have recently killed or wounded dozens of sheep in McCone and 
Garfield Counties. We just can’t afford that. I mean when you lose 
40 or 50 head of sheep you know, one wolf, I think there’s got to 
be two, but I’m guessing, that’s purely speculation, why we think 
we’ve got a big problem. In other words, ranching business is tough 
enough without taking a loss like that. 

I sent a letter to the Secretary asking for help in dealing with 
this problem. The Department clarified that State wildlife officials 
and affected ranchers had the authority to shoot those predators 
that are preying on livestock. I appreciate how quickly the Depart- 
ment responded to my request and how well your people have 
worked with State and local officials, as well as the ranching com- 
munity, to address this issue. I really appreciate that. 

We have a busy committee schedule this morning, so I’ll stop 
here and simply say thank you all for appearing here today. I look 
forward to hearing your testimony and discussing the Department’s 
2007 budget with you. Ms. Scarlett, thank you very much and 
we’re looking forward to your testimony. Oh I’m sorry. Senator Al- 
lard, you’re pretty stealthy this morning. 

Senator Allard. Mr. Chairman, I snuck in while you had your 
back turned. 

Senator Burns. That’s the way it always happens. 

STATEMENT OF SENATOR WAYNE ALLARD 

Senator Allard. I just have a brief comment or two, first of all 
I want to thank you for holding the hearing today, Mr. Chairman. 
I am also pleased to have a chance to discuss the budget for the 
Department of the Interior, and even though she’s not with us here 
today, I would also like to recognize Secretary Gale Norton, and 
her efforts at the Department and under her guidance, the Depart- 
ment has made many strides forward. I think she has done an ex- 
ceptional job in handling an agency that’s very important to Colo- 
rado and the Nation. Specifically I want to thank her for the work 
that she and the rest of the administration has done to protect 
State water rights and to foster an atmosphere of cooperation and 
impressive mandates. 
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PREPARED STATEMENT 

I think that we’re all aware that this is going to he another 
tough budget year Mr. Chairman, and that’s why hearings such as 
this are so important. So I look forward to working with you and 
the rest of the committee again this year, Mr. Chairman, to see 
that worthy projects and programs continue to be funded in a re- 
sponsible manner. Thank you. 

[The statement follows:] 

Prepared Statement of Senator Wayne Allard 

Thank you, Chairman Burns, for holding this important hearing. Colorado’s abun- 
dance of forests make this a very significant hearing to me. 

Undersecretary Rey and Chief Bosworth, I thank you for your appearance before 
the subcommittee today, it is good to see both of you again. The role the Forest 
Service plays in managing our public lands is of particular interest to the people 
of Colorado. 

I hope the committee will indulge me as I am about to brag about my home State 
for a moment. I think that I am one of the luckiest people in Washington D.C. Not 
only do I get to serve the people of Colorado, but I am fortunate enough to have 
incredibly beautiful and unique lands in my home State. Colorado is home to 13 Na- 
tional Forests. This is more than almost any other State. These forests provide 
countless scenic vistas, unequaled hunting, fishing, and camping opportunities, and 
the Nation’s most popular skiing. In fact not only does the nation’s most visited ski 
resort lie in Colorado, but 3 of the top 5 most visited ski areas call Colorado home. 

But the importance of Colorado’s forests goes far beyond recreational opportuni- 
ties. Our National Forests are a cornerstone of Colorado’s economy. Hunting and 
fishing alone contribute over $1 billion to Colorado’s economy every year, with much 
of this money going to rural communities. This and other forest related industries 
pump billions of dollars into Colorado’s economy and employ one of the states larg- 
est segments of the workforce. 

But perhaps the most important thing is that Colorado’s forests also contain 4 
major watersheds, the Arkansas, Upper Colorado, Rio Grande and Missouri (or 
South Platte), that supply water to 19 western states. Colorado can truly be called 
the Headwaters State. With the obvious exception of Hawaii it is the only State 
where all of the rivers flow out of the State’s borders. 

Now I have to turn to the bad news. Areas of the State continue to suffer from 
drought conditions, and the potential for catastrophic fires is very high again this 
year. 

To compound this problem Colorado currently has 1.5 million acres that are suf- 
fering from the effects of beetle kill. 

Timber sales are thought by many resource managers to be the single most effec- 
tive tool available to the Forest Service to mitigate against — or treat during — epi- 
sodes like bark beetle epidemics. But the Forest Service doesn’t seem to be getting 
enough money to the national forests in Colorado to combat the problem. We’ve got 
a sawmill in Montrose that’s running at half capacity and another one just across 
the State line in Saratoga, Wyoming, that’s closed because they don’t have enough 
timber. 

That said, I support the proposed increase in the forest products line item and 
applaud the emphasis on forest plan implementation. I will have a question regard- 
ing this matter when we get to that portion of this hearing. 

Thank you again, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Burns. Now we’ll hear from Ms. Scarlett though, thank 
you very much for coming this morning we look forward to your 
testimony. 


SUMMARY STATEMENT OF HON. LYNN SCARLETT 

Ms. Scarlett. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, 
thank you for this opportunity to present the President’s 2007 
budget for the Interior Department. I thank you for accepting my 
testimony on behalf of Secretary Gale Norton, tomorrow will be her 
last day at the Interior Department. I would also like to acknowl- 
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edge her outstanding leadership and service to the American public 
and this Nation. As we look forward to the confirmation of our next 
Secretary of the Interior, I want you to know that I will do my hest 
in the interim to guide the Department, fulfill its responsibilities 
and work with the Congress to serve the public. 

I have with me today. Assistant Secretary for Policy, Manage- 
ment, and Budget Tom Weimer, and also Pam Haze our Deputy 
Budget Director, who will be taking the place of John Trezise who 
announced he will be retiring after 35 years with the Department. 

Mr. Chairman, Interior’s responsibilities are vast and varied. We 
face challenges that come with the obligation to provide energy, 
recreation opportunities, water, stewardship of this Nation’s unique 
natural, cultural and historic places. We face the complexities of 
Indian Trust Management and the fulfillment of our Indian Trust 
Responsibilities. 

Our budget request for programs funded in the Interior Appro- 
priations Act is $9.6 billion. This is $191 million or 1.9 percent 
below the 2006 enacted level. Amidst this set of complex and exten- 
sive responsibilities we set several key goals in our budget. First, 
recognizing the importance of fiscal prudence, we are striving to re- 
strain budget spending to help halve the deficit by 2009 as Presi- 
dent Bush has pledged. 

Within these constraints we propose to fund $126 million for 
fixed cost increases which covers 70 percent of anticipated 2007 
pay raises. Second we seek to implement Ener^ Policy act provi- 
sions and help meet the energy needs of the nation. Our budget in- 
cludes $68 million for energy programs — that is a $44 million in- 
crease over 2006. 


ENERGY 

As you are aware we have seen a doubling of natural gas spot 
prices since 2004, resulting for farmers in a 100 percent increase 
in their fertilizer costs. One of the best opportunities in the near 
term to augment domestic natural gas supplies is on Bureau of 
Land Management lands. Basins in five western States contain an 
estimated 139 trillion cubic feet of natural gas — enough to heat 55 
million homes for almost 30 years. A $9 million increase for the 
Bureau of Land Management, coupled with improved management 
will enable the Bureau of Land Management to improve inspection 
and monitoring and process a record 12,000 applications for per- 
mits to drill, that is more than double the number received in 2003. 

COOPERATIVE CONSERVATION 

Mr. Chairman, the Interior Department also holds significant 
conservation responsibilities; we propose to maintain a strong con- 
servation commitment through cooperative conservation, placing 
partnerships and citizen stewardship at the center of our efforts. 
Our 2007 budget includes $322 million for Cooperative Conserva- 
tion programs. That is an increase of $10 million over 2006. We be- 
lieve these grant programs are not simply nice to do, they are es- 
sential if we are to fulfill our endangered species act responsibil- 
ities and achieve the Nation’s conservation goals. 

Over 80 percent of species reside on non Federal lands. Water 
flows across public and private lands, invasive weeds know no ju- 
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risdictional boundaries. These grants make a big difference, our 
Private Stewardship and Landowner Incentive grants have funded 
some 900 projects with 1,500 partners. We propose to fund these 
two programs at $34 million. In addition to joining with citizen 
stewards to protect wildlife and habitat. Interior is steward of our 
Nation’s historic and cultural legacy. The 2007 budget includes $32 
million for locally focused historic preservation and heritage tour- 
ism. We propose combining the Preserve America program. Save 
America’s Treasures and the Heritage Partnership program under 
a unifying theme. 


INDIAN TRUST MANAGEMENT 

A third priority is to improve Indian Trust Management and ful- 
fill our trust responsibilities to Indian Country. From 2001 to 2006, 
Interior will have invested $3.4 billion to manage, reform, and im- 
prove Indian Trust programs. This investment is making a dif- 
ference. We re-engineered trust business practices, and in addition, 
are generating the first comprehensive rewrite of regulations in at 
least 30 years. 

The 2007 budget will invest an additional $537 million in trust 
programs. That is a net program increase of $30 million over the 
2006 appropriation. This request includes an increase to reduce the 
backlog in probate cases, and it also increases our ability to make 
improvements in the cadastral survey of Indian lands. The budget 
includes an increase of $25 million in the Indian Land Consolida- 
tion program bringing the total of that program to $60 million. 

We are targeting that program to our most highly fractionated 
tracts at 10 specific locations. We also are continuing to improve 
our work on historical trust accounting. We have ample evidence 
that most monies collected for individual Indians were distributed 
in the correct amounts to the correct recipients. 

The budget requests $56 million for Historical Accounting — that 
is the same as was appropriated in 2006. The ability of a Tribe to 
contract or compact for Bureau of Indian Affairs operated programs 
is a key factor in strengthening Indian self-determination. Tribes 
indicate that lack of full funding for administrative and manage- 
ment costs is a deterrent to contracting. 

To address this concern the 2007 budget includes a $19 million 
increase to fully fund indirect contract support costs. 

HAZARDS 

One additional priority merits special attention. Recognizing the 
many challenges presented by natural hazards, we propose to en- 
hance hazards information, relevance, and dissemination. More 
Americans are now at risk of experiencing severe impacts of nat- 
ural hazards than at any other time in our Nation’s history. The 
budget for USGS includes a multi-hazards pilot initiative funded 
by a $2 million increase and a $4 million redirection through work- 
force restructuring. 
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LANDSAT 8 

The 2007 budget also includes a $16 million increase to complete 
the design and start work on development on the ground system 
for a new earth observing satellite, Landsat 8. 

As I conclude, let me underscore that fulfilling our responsibil- 
ities is not simply about more dollars, it is about better manage- 
ment. 


MANAGEMENT 

Management remains a major focus with significant progress. In 
the realm of information technology for example, despite some re- 
ports in the media, we have made major progress. We hired an out- 
side entity to rate us and the results of that report were that our 
security was adequate. We are however continuing to work with 
our Inspector General to focus on additional priority areas of con- 
cern that he has identified. 

PREPARED STATEMENT 

Mr. Chairman, Senator Dorgan and other members of this sub- 
committee I look forward to working with you and would be happy 
to answer any questions. 

Senator Burns. Thank you very much. Are you the only one 
that’s going to make statements this morning? 

Ms. Scarlett. Yes. 

[The statement follows:] 

Prepared Statement of Hon. Lynn Scarlett 

Good morning. Thank you for inviting me to discuss the fiscal year 2007 budget 
for the Department of the Interior. I appreciate the opportunity to highlight our pri- 
orities and key goals. 

Through its multi-faceted mission and geographically dispersed services, Interior 
maintains and improves the Nation’s natural and cultural resources, economic vital- 
ity, and community well being. Interior’s 70,000 employees and 200,000 volunteers 
live and work in the communities, large and small, that they serve. They deliver 
programs through partnerships and cooperative relationships that engage and in- 
clude States, Tribes, local communities, citizens, groups, and businesses. 

The challenges of the Interior Department cut a broad swathe, with their breadth 
indicative of the complexity and extent of Interior’s mission. They are also indicative 
of Interior’s presence at 2,400 locations from which we manage one in every five 
acres of the United States. 

We face the complexity of working with seven states to manage Colorado River 
waters. We encounter the inevitable challenges of providing recreation opportuni- 
ties, access to energy resources, and preservation of the Nation’s unique natural, 
cultural and historic resources. We work with 561 Indian tribes. We respond to 
emergencies such as Hurricanes Katrina and Rita, applying the expertise of our in- 
cident command teams coordinated out of the National Interagency Fire Center. We 
face the challenges that come from transitioning away from costly, duplicative finan- 
cial and business management systems that include over 107 real property data 
bases, 16 financial systems, and 27 acquisition systems. 

Facing these challenges requires more integrated management and an integrated 
strategic plan. The plan defines four mission categories-resource protection, resource 
use, recreation, and serving communities. Partnerships, management excellence, 
and science provide the foundations for achieving our four mission goals and serving 
the public well. 

Using the strategic plan as a road map, the Department met or exceeded goals 
for 69 percent of its annual performance measures in 2005. Since 2001, the Depart- 
ment has: 

— Completed nearly 6,000 national park facility improvements and maintained 
high park visitor satisfaction rates, according to surveys; 
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— Helped meet the Nation’s energy needs by nearly doubling annual energy per- 
mit processing on Federal lands; 

— Advanced cooperative conservation through Private Stewardship and Land- 
owner Incentive grants that have funded 943 projects with 1,466 partners; 

— Protected habitat on 8.8 million acres managed through partnerships; and 

— Improved forest health on 5.6 million acres of Interior-managed lands through 
the Healthy Forests Initiative, a 108 percent increase over the previous five 
years. 

We crafted our 2007 budget through a broad analysis of base programs, consider- 
ation of cost and performance information, financial information, staffing, and the 
budgetary benefits of more effective and efficient utilization of resources. These ef- 
forts shaped the budget by highlighting the effect of resource allocation decisions on 
strategic goals and identifying opportunities to realign priorities and improve effi- 
ciency. 

The 2007 budget seeks to maintain performance across the Department’s strategic 
plan goals and improve performance in areas that are high-priority Administration 
initiatives, within the context of the President’s commitment to reduce the deficit 
by more than half by 2009. The 2007 budget incorporates Program Assessment Rat- 
ing Tool reviews and program evaluations that assess whether programs are well- 
managed and have clear goals. 

Although the details of the respective missions of Interior’s bureaus and offices 
differ, the central focus is the same. A focus on excellent performance requires mis- 
sion clarity, good metrics, and management excellence. Management excellence re- 
quires a focused approach to maintaining and enhancing program results, making 
wise management choices, routinely examining the effectiveness and efficiency of 
programs, finding effective means to coordinate and leverage resources, and continu- 
ously introducing and evaluating process and technology improvements. 

The 2007 budget reflects the Department’s commitment to these management 
strategies and management excellence. 

BUDGET OVERVIEW 

The 2007 budget request for current appropriations is $10.5 billion. Permanent 
funding that becomes available as a result of existing legislation without further ac- 
tion by the Congress will provide an additional $5.6 billion, for a total 2007 Interior 
budget of $16.1 billion. 

The 2007 current appropriations request is a decrease of $392.2 million, or 3.6 
percent below the 2006 funding level. If emergency hurricane supplemental funding 
is not counted, the 2007 request is a decrease of $321.9 million or 2.9 percent below 
the 2006 level. 

For programs funded by this Subcommittee, the 2007 request includes $9.6 bil- 
lion, a decrease of $190.9 million, or 1.9 percent from the 2006 level, excluding the 
emergency hurricane supplemental. 

Receipts collected by the Department in 2007 are projected to be $17 billion, an 
increase of $99.4 million over 2006. That amount is $6.5 billion more than Interior’s 
current appropriations request and nearly $1 billion more than the total 2007 Inte- 
rior budget. 


2005 HURRICANES 

In addition to the funds requested in the budget, on February 16, 2006, the Presi- 
dent sent the Congress a supplemental funding request for hurricane recovery. The 
supplemental includes $216 million for Interior agencies. With these funds. Inte- 
rior’s agencies will conduct clean-up and debris removal and repair and reconstruc- 
tion of facilities at park units, refuges, and USGS science facilities. The request in- 
cludes funds to repair levees, dikes, and water control structures that provide wild- 
life habitat and support flood control for New Orleans. These actions will allow us 
to open roads, bridges, and trails to the public, repair visitor centers and exhibits, 
and reconstruct water control structures to host migratory bird populations and 
other wildlife. The supplemental also includes funding for MMS to restore its oper- 
ations in New Orleans. 


MAINTAINING CORE PROGRAMS 

The Department manages over 500 million acres and some 40,000 facilities at 
2,400 operating locations. These responsibilities engage Interior as a principal man- 
ager of real property and other assets that require ongoing maintenance, direct serv- 
ices to public lands visitors, and ongoing activities to ensure public access, use, and 
enjo 3 mient. 
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In order to deliver these services, the 2007 budget includes funding for pay and 
health benefits, other nondiscretionary cost increases for workers, unemployment 
compensation payments, rental payments for leased space, and operation of central- 
ized administrative and business systems. Providing for these costs will allow the 
Department to maintain performance across strategic goals, improve performance in 
priority areas, and effectively serve the public. 

The budget includes $125.9 million for nondiscretionary, fixed cost increases. Of 
this total, two-thirds, or $82.5 million, will cover 70 percent of anticipated 2007 pay 
raises. The budget assumes a January 2007 pay increase of 2.2 percent. 

In addition to paying for nondiscretionary fixed costs, the budget includes focused 
investments for tools to enable the department’s employees to do their jobs more ef- 
ficiently and generate long-term cost savings, including implementation of standard- 
ized systems and streamlined business practices. One of these investments is the 
Financial and Business Management System. The 2007 budget includes $22.2 mil- 
lion to continue deplo 3 mient of this integrated financial and business management 
system that will facilitate the retirement of duplicative, outdated legacy systems. 

PROGRAMMATIC HIGHLIGHTS 

The 2007 budget maintains and improves performance across the Department’s 
strategic goals to achieve healthy lands and water, thriving communities, and dy- 
namic economies throughout the Nation. Key goals for 2007 include: 

— Enhancing America’s energy supplies through responsible energy development 
and continued implementation of the Energy Policy Act; 

— Building on successful partnerships across the country and expanding opportu- 
nities for conservation that leverage Federal investments; 

— Continuing to advance trust reform; 

— Coordinating existing efforts under a unified program that focuses on high-pri- 
ority historic and cultural protection under the Preserve America umbrella; 

— Preventing crises and conflicts over water in the West through Water 2025; 

— Continuing to reduce risks to communities and the environment from wildland 
fires; and 

— Providing scientific information to advance knowledge of our surroundings. 

As part of the President’s effort to reduce the budget deficit by half over five 
years, the 2007 budget for the Department makes difficult choices to terminate or 
reduce funding for programs that are less central to the Department’s core missions, 
have ambiguous goals, duplicate activities of other agencies, or require a lower level 
of effort because key goals have been achieved. Terminations and reductions include 
lower priorities and earmarks enacted in 2006. For example, the 2007 budget re- 
duces funding for the Land and Water Conservation Fund State Assistance Grant 
program. These grants support State and local parks that have alternative sources 
of funding through State revenues and bonds. In addition, a PART review found the 
current program could not adequately measure performance or demonstrate clear 
results. 


ENERGY DEVELOPMENT 

The Department’s energy programs play a critical role in providing access to do- 
mestic oil, gas, and other energy resources. To enhance domestic production, the 
2007 budget proposes an increase of $43.2 million to implement the Energy Policy 
Act of 2005 and continue progress on the President’s National Energy Policy. In 
total, the budget includes $467.5 million for the Department’s energy programs. 

APD Processing — In 2003, under Energy Policy and Conservation Act require- 
ments, the Department issued a report identifying five basins in Montana, Wyo- 
ming, Utah, Colorado, and New Mexico as containing the largest onshore reserves 
of natural gas in the country and the second largest domestic resource base after 
the Outer Continental Shelf. These onshore basins contain an estimated 139 trillion 
cubic feet of natural gas, enough to heat 55 million homes for almost 30 years. 
These resources offer the best opportunity to augment domestic energy supplies in 
the short term-an important step to moderating the doubling we have seen in nat- 
ural gas spot prices since 2005. Those price increases have resulted in 100 percent 
increases for farmer’s fertilizer costs; over 20 percent increases in transportation 
costs for some schools; and have deterred investment by some high-paying manufac- 
turers in the United States. 

Before any leasing for oil and gas production can occur on the public lands in 
these areas, the Bureau of Land Management must have a land-use plan in place. 
Beginning in 2001, with the support of Congress, BLM initiated the largest effort 
in its history to revise or amend all of its 162 resource management plans. Within 
areas designated in plans as appropriate for mineral development, BLM has made 
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a concerted effort to bring additional oil and gas supplies to market. In 2002, 2.1 
Tcf were produced from Federal, non-Indian lands. In 2003 and 2004, 2.2 Tcf and 
3.1 Tcf, respectively, were produced from these lands. 

The BLM is experiencing a steady increase in the demand for drilling permits. 
In 2000, BLM received 3,977 applications for permits to drill. In 2005, BLM received 
8,351 APDs. The bureau estimates that in 2006, it will receive in excess of 9,300 
permit applications, more than double the number processed five years ago. To ad- 
dress this demand, BLM has taken steps to ensure that drilling permit applications 
are processed promptly, while at the same time ensuring that environmental protec- 
tions are fully addressed. These measures, along with increased funding, have al- 
lowed BLM to make significant progress in acting on permit applications. In 2005, 
BLM processed 7,736 applications, nearly 4,000 more than it was able to process 
in 2000. 

Section 365 of the Energy Policy Act established a pilot program at seven BLM 
field offices that currently handle 70 percent of the drilling permit application work- 
load. The pilot program is testing new management strategies designed to further 
improve the efficiency of processing permit applications. The Energy Policy Act pro- 
vides enhanced funding for the pilot offices from oil and gas rental receipts. During 
2006, with more efficient processes and authorities and funding provided through 
Section 365, BLM anticipates processing over 10,000 permits. 

The efforts of BLM have achieved significant results. Almost 4,700 new onshore 
wells were started in 2005. This level of activity is 56 percent higher than in 2002. 

For 2007, the budget proposes an increase of $9.2 million to focus on the oil and 
gas workload in BLM’s non-pilot offices, which are also experiencing a sharp and 
sustained increase in the demand for APDs. This increase will provide $4.3 million 
for drilling permit processing and $2.8 million for inspection and enforcement activi- 
ties. It will also provide $2.1 million for monitoring activities. The budget also in- 
cludes $471,000 for the Fish and Wildlife Service to increase consultation work with 
the non-pilot offices. 

With the funding proposed for 2007, we expect that BLM pilot and non-pilot of- 
fices will collectively be capable of processing nearly 12,000 APDs and conducting 
over 26,000 inspections in 2007. 

The budget assumes continuation through 2007 of the enhanced funding for pilot 
offices from oil and gas receipts to facilitate a smooth transition to funding from 
drilling permit processing fees, effective September 30, 2007. Legislation to be pro- 
posed by the Administration will allow a rulemaking to phase in full cost recovery 
for APDs, beginning with a fee amount that will generate an estimated $20 million 
in 2008, fully replacing the amount provided by the Energy Policy Act. 

Alaska North Slope — The most promising area for significant long-term oil discov- 
eries and dramatic gains in domestic production in the United States is the Alaska 
North Slope. The U.S. Geological Survey estimates a 95 percent probability that at 
least 5.7 billion barrels of technically recoverable undiscovered oil are in the ANWR 
coastal plain and five percent probability of at least 16 billion barrels. USGS esti- 
mates the mean or expected value is 10.36 billion barrels of technically recoverable 
undiscovered oil. At $65 a barrel, more than 90 percent of the assessed technically 
recoverable resource estimate is thought to be economically viable. At peak produc- 
tion, ANWR could produce about one billion barrels of oil a day, about 20 percent 
of our domestic daily production and more oil than any State, including Texas and 
Louisiana. 

The 2007 budget assumes the Congress will enact legislation in 2006 to open 
ANWR to energy exploration and development with a first lease sale held in 2008 
and a second in 2010. The budget estimates that these two lease sales will generate 
a combined $8.0 billion bonus revenues, including $7.0 billion from the 2008 lease 
sale. 

The 2007 budget includes an increase of $12.4 million for BLM energy manage- 
ment activities on the Alaska North Slope. The additional funds will support the 
required environmental analyses and other preparatory work in advance of a first 
ANWR lease sale in 2008. The requested increase will also support BLM’s leasing, 
inspection, and monitoring program in the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska and 
BLM’s participation in the North Slope Science Initiative authorized by the Energy 
Policy Act. In addition, a significant share of the $12.4 million increase will be used 
by BLM to respond to the environmental threat posed by abandoned legacy wells 
and related infrastructure on the North Slope. 

Outer Continental Shelf Development — Deepwater areas of the Gulf of Mexico 
currently account for 17 percent of domestic oil and six percent of domestic gas pro- 
duction. However, over the next decade, oil production in the Gulf is expected to in- 
crease by 43 percent and natural gas by 13 percent. The increase will come from 
deepwater and greater depths below the ocean floor. The 2007 budget includes an 
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increase of $2.1 million for OCS development, to allow MMS to keep pace with the 
surge in exploration and development in the deepwater areas of the Gulf and $1.5 
million for OCS environmental impact statements on future lease sales. 

New Innovations in Energy Development — The 2007 budget includes an increase 
of $6.5 million for MMS’s new responsibilities under the Energy Policy Act for off- 
shore renewable energy development. MMS will establish a comprehensive program 
for regulatory oversight of new and innovative renewable energy projects on the 
OCS, including four alternative energy projects for which permit applications were 
previously under review by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 

Oil shale resources represent an abundant energy source that could contribute 
significantly to the Nation’s domestic energy supply. Oil shale underl 3 ring a total 
area of 16,000 square miles in Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming represents the largest 
known concentration of oil shale in the world. This area may contain in place the 
equivalent of 1.2 to 2 trillion barrels of oil, several times the proven oil reserves of 
Saudi Arabia. The budget proposes a $3.3 million increase, for a total program of 
$4.3 million, to enable BLM to accelerate implementation of an oil shale develop- 
ment program leading to a commercial leasing program by the end of 2008, in com- 
pliance with section 369 of the Energy Policy Act. This request is accompanied by 
$500,000 budgeted for USGS to determine the size, quality, and quantity of oil shale 
deposits in the United States. 

Gas hydrates, found in some of the world’s most remote regions such as the Arctic 
and deepwater oceans, could dramatically alter the global balance of world energy 
supply. The estimated volume of natural gas occurring in hydrate form is immense, 
possibly exceeding the combined value of all other fossil fuels. 

The 2007 budget includes a $1.9 million package of increases for gas hydrate re- 
search and development by MMS, BLM, and USGS. This will fund a coordinated 
effort in the Gulf of Mexico and the North Slope of Alaska to accelerate research, 
resource modeling, assessment, and characterization of hydrates as a commercially 
viable source of energy. 


PARTNERSHIPS IN CONSERVATION 

The 2007 budget proposes $2.6 billion for resource protection activities that im- 
prove the health of natural landscapes, sustain biological communities, and protect 
cultural and heritage resources. Key initiatives in resource protection include: 

Cooperative Conservation Programs — At field locations throughout the country, 
bureau employees and volunteers are learning by doing, working side-by-side with 
neighbors, and tapping into best practices from others working on similar issues. 
By working with local communities. Interior employees benefit from local knowl- 
edge, ideas, and assistance to achieve conservation results that can transcend juris- 
dictional boundaries. At the national level, conservation partnerships leverage re- 
sources, broaden our knowledge base, and help coordinate actions to achieve stra- 
tegic goals. These grants are a central conduit for implementing the Department’s 
ESA responsibilities, since over 80 percent of endangered and threatened species are 
found on non-federal lands. 

Under the broad framework of Executive Order 13352, the Chairman of the White 
House Council on Environmental Quality convened a White House Conference on 
Cooperative Conservation. The Departments of the Interior, Agriculture, Commerce, 
and Defense, and the Environmental Protection Agency co-hosted the event. On Au- 
gust 29-31, 2005, representatives from the public and private sectors convened in 
St. Louis, Missouri to discuss the advancement of this cooperative conservation vi- 
sion. The conference emphasized the need to create a culture of responsibility to en- 
hance opportunities for citizen stewards to work together. To improve its partnering 
efforts in cooperative conservation, the Department is developing and utilizing gov- 
ernment tools that inspire and complement citizen stewardship and environmental 
entrepreneurship. 

From 2002 through 2006, Interior’s conservation partnership programs have pro- 
vided $2.1 billion. These programs leverage Federal funding, typically providing a 
non-Federal match of 50 percent or more. The 2007 budget includes $322.3 million 
to support continued partnership success through a suite of grant and technical as- 
sistance programs. 

The FWS administers natural resource grants to governmental, public, and pri- 
vate organizations, groups, and individuals that focus on at-risk species and their 
habitats. The Landowner Incentive and Private Stewardship programs are funded 
at a total of $33.8 million, an increase of $4.9 million from 2006. Through these pro- 
grams, Interior employees work with States, Tribes, communities, and landowners 
to provide incentives to conserve sensitive habitats, while maintaining the fabric of 
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the local communities and continuing traditional land management practices such 
as farming and ranching. 

The North American Wetlands Conservation Fund, the Cooperative Endangered 
Species Conservation Fund, and State and Tribal Wildlife grants program are fund- 
ed at a total of $196.3 million, an increase of $9.4 million over 2006. This includes 
a $7.2 million increase for State and Tribal Wildlife Grants, which contains $5 mil- 
lion for a new competitive component of the program. 

Challenge cost share programs in the Fish and Wildlife Service, the National Park 
Service, and the Bureau of Land Management are funded at $20.3 million. These 
cost share programs give the land management agencies opportunities to work to- 
gether and with adjacent communities, landowners, and other citizens to achieve 
common conservation goals. The 2007 proposal represents an increase of $1.6 mil- 
lion. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service budget also includes $11.8 million, an increase of 
$1.0 million, for joint ventures. The increase will result in a 1.1 million acre in- 
crease in the number of acres of landscapes and watersheds managed through part- 
nerships and networked lands. The budget includes $13.0 million for the Coastal 
program, providing an increase of $604,000 for general program activities to address 
the growing demand for habitat conservation activities for FWS trust species. In 
2007, coastal program activities will also expand to address the decline of aquatic 
habitat in areas such as the Gulf Coast, affected by Hurricanes Katrina and Rita. 

Sustaining Biological Communities — The Department’s 2007 budget request in- 
cludes $60.0 million for invasive species and continues the government-wide, per- 
formance-based crosscut budget effort that began in 2004. The budget provides an 
increase of $994,000 for work in three priority geo-regional areas: South Florida, the 
Northern Great Plains, and the Rio Grande River Basin. The 2007 budget will focus 
on invasive species that present significant threats to ecosystem health, including 
lygodium, leafy spurge, and tamarisk. 

National Fish Habitat Initiative — The Fish and Wildlife Service has brought to- 
gether States, Tribes, and others to develop a coordinated plan to implement a geo- 
graphically-focused, partnership effort to protect, restore, and enhance aquatic habi- 
tats and reverse the decline of fish and aquatic species. The 2007 budget includes 
$3.0 million for the National Fish Habitat Initiative, an increase of $2.0 million. 
This effort is modeled on the North American Waterfowl Management Plan Joint 
Ventures and will harness the energies and expertise of existing partnerships to im- 
prove aquatic habitat health. 

Klamath River Basin — The 2007 budget includes $63.4 million for Klamath Basin 
restoration activities, a $7.8 million increase over 2006. Through the Partners for 
Fish and Wildlife program, FWS will restore stream channel and riparian habitat 
in the Upper Klamath Basin partnering with local landowners, conservation organi- 
zations, and other Federal entities to improve habitat for species such as bull trout 
and restore lakeshore wetlands for Lost River and shortnose suckers. 

In 2007, through its Partners program, FWS will begin a new $2.0 million Lower 
Klamath Basin initiative. Funding will be used to provide fish passage on tribu- 
taries; fencing for riparian areas along streams; assessment and monitoring of dis- 
ease, particularly in juvenile fish; and restoration of stream channels from former 
mining excavations. The 2007 budget also includes $3.5 million to acquire and re- 
store agricultural lands adjacent to Upper Klamath Lake to provide quality habitat 
for larval and juvenile suckers and a host of native waterbirds, improve water qual- 
ity for the lake and downstream anadromous fish, and increase water storage in the 
lake. 


INDIAN PROGRAMS 

Trust Responsibilities — The budget provides $536.0 million to continue the De- 
partment’s ongoing efforts to reform management of its fiduciary obligations to 
Tribes and individual Indians, to continue historical accounting efforts for trust 
funds, and to reduce the exponentially growing costs of maintaining fractionated in- 
terests of Indian lands. 

The 2007 budget continues funding for efforts initiated in 2002 to re-engineer 
trust business processes. The comprehensive changes underway are intended to 
bring about dramatic improvements in the management of fiduciary trust assets 
and better meet the needs of individual Indians and Tribes. A comprehensive and 
systematic plan known as the Fiduciary Trust Model is guiding reform efforts, in- 
cluding reorganization of Interior’s fiduciary trust offices to improve service delivery 
and enhance accountability of trust operations. Working in partnership with bene- 
ficiaries to implement the FTM, Interior has implemented changes in operations 
and staffing at agencies and many other changes to ensure fulfillment of fiduciary 
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trust goals and objectives. Implementation of integrated systems to support the 
FTM was completed at the Bureau of Indian Affairs Anadarko and Concho agencies 
in Oklahoma. These agencies now use the re-engineered trust processes and inter- 
faced systems; trust data have been reconciled and validated, and numerous backlog 
cleanup projects have been completed. 

The greatest challenge facing successful fiduciary trust management is the frac- 
tionation, or continuing subdivision, of individual Indian interests in the land held 
in trust by the Federal government. Because individual Indian trust lands are sub- 
ject to a permanent restriction against alienation, they are primarily transferred 
through inheritance. With each successive generation, individual interests in the 
land become further subdivided among heirs, each of whom holds a smaller and 
smaller interest in the land. The ownership of many disparate, small interests gen- 
erates significant management costs, benefits no one in Indian Country and creates 
an administrative burden that drains resources away from other Indian programs. 

The Department currently administers and manages more than 3.2 million undi- 
vided interests in these lands owned by 223,245 individual Indian owners. In many 
cases, the cost to account for and probate highly fractionated tracts far exceeds ei- 
ther the revenue or the value of the underlying property. Interior has demonstrated 
success over the past several years acquiring these highly fractionated interests 
through the Indian Land Consolidation Program. Through December 31, 2005, the 
Department has acquired 202,775 fractional interests in individual Indian allotted 
lands, 100 percent ownership in 166 tracts with over 1,142 owners, and 100 percent 
ownership of interests held by 5,253 individuals. 

The 2007 budget includes $59.5 million, an increase of $25.4 million, to acquire 
additional selected highly fractioned individual Indian land interests. The $59.5 mil- 
lion will fund an acquisition program of about 80,000 additional fractionated inter- 
ests. In order to maximize the effectiveness of the program, the Department is 
transitioning to a new long-term strategy for acquisition of individual Indian inter- 
ests. The strategy will use a tiered process to select which interests to acquire. As 
of March 2005, there are 2,173 highly fractionated tracts owned by 98,905 individ- 
uals. A focus on these tracts will begin in 2006 and target 1,557 of these tracts. 

Other trust increases include $6.6 million that would streamline and strengthen 
efforts to provide cadastral surveys for Indian land transactions, $3.0 million to con- 
tinue efforts to address the backlog of unresolved probate cases, and $2.0 million 
to provide for BIA technical assistance and grants to Tribes for Indian energy re- 
source development. 

The 2007 budget funds historical trust accounting at $59.4 million, including 
$39.0 million for Individual Indian Money accounting and $17.4 million for tribal 
accounting. 

Strengthening Indian Self-Determination — A key factor in strengthening Indian 
self-determination and fostering strong and stable tribal governments is the Tribes’ 
ability to contract or compact for BlA operated programs. The Indian Self-Deter- 
mination Act requires BIA to provide tribal contractors with contract support costs, 
which include payment of indirect costs, as determined through negotiation between 
tribal representatives and Interior’s National Business Center. Contract support 
funds pay a wide range of administrative and management costs, including finance, 
personnel, maintenance, insurance, utilities, audits, communications, and vehicle 
costs. Full funding of contract support costs encourages tribal contracting and pro- 
motes progress in achieving Indian self-determination. The 2007 budget proposes a 
$19.0 million increase for BIA to fully fund indirect costs for contracting Tribes, a 
total funding level of $151.6 million. 

Improving Indian Education — Rigorous educational programs help ensure a viable 
and prosperous future for tribal communities. Providing Indian students with a 
quality education prepares American Indian children to compete in a dynamic econ- 
omy. The BIA school system accommodates almost 48,000 Indian children in 184 el- 
ementary and secondary schools and dormitories, includes two schools of higher edu- 
cation, and administers operating grants for 24 tribal colleges. The BIA school sys- 
tem has experienced significant change in recent years with implementation of the 
No Child Left Behind Act. The Act established an Adequate Yearly Progress ac- 
countability system that measures student proficiency in math, reading, and lan- 
guage arts. BIA is accountable for helping schools achieve AYP targets and achiev- 
ing AYP in all BIA funded schools is a top objective of the BIA. Student performance 
at BIA schools, while improving, remains lower than national averages and in the 
school year 2004-2006, 30 percent of BIA schools met the AYP measure. 

Working with Tribes, BIA developed a Program Improvement and Accountability 
Plan to improve the effectiveness of the education services provided in the Bureau 
school system. The Plan identifies six major objectives such as achieving AYP and 
the tasks to achieve the objectives, including hiring, training, and retaining highly 
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qualified staff. The 2007 budget includes an increase of $2.5 million to realign edu- 
cation offices and meet the staffing requirements identified in the Plan. 

The Indian education program also includes a new initiative to address the needs 
of juveniles detained in BIA funded detention centers, a segment of youth that has 
been underserved in the educational system. The request of $630,000 will be used 
to provide education services to students temporarily detained in the 20 BIA funded 
juvenile detention centers. 

From 2001 through 2006, BIA received $1.6 billion for the Indian education pro- 
gram to replace 37 schools and undertake major facility improvement and repair 
projects at 45 schools. The funding has resulted in significant improvements, in- 
creasing the number of schools in good condition. In 2001, 35 percent of the BIA 
schools were in good or fair condition. After completion of work funded through 
2007, approximately 65 percent of the schools will be in good or fair condition. To 
continue improvement of facility conditions at BIA schools, the budget includes 
$157.4 million for education construction. In order to focus on the 27 school replace- 
ment projects funded in previous years that are in the design phase or under con- 
struction, the education construction budget reflects a reduction of $49.3 million 
from 2006. 

Johnson-O’Malley — The budget proposes to eliminate the $16.4 million Johnson- 
O’Malley grant program. These grants, identified in the Tribal Priority Allocations 
of some Tribes, are distributed by the Tribes to address Indian student needs in 
local public schools. The grants duplicate similar funding made available by other 
Federal and State assistance programs. The Department of Education, for example, 
provided $115.9 million in 2006 to public schools on or near Indian reservations. In 
addition, JOM grants do not address a focused goal for academic achievement, and 
lack a means to measure and report on its impact to student performance. Elimi- 
nating JOM grants allows BIA to strengthen its commitment to the BIA school sys- 
tem and avoid redundant Federal programs. 

Law Enforcement — Indian Country comprises 56 million acres of land and 1.6 mil- 
lion people. Indian Country has less than two law enforcement officers per thousand 
people served, as compared to more than four officers per thousand people in com- 
parable rural communities. One of the largest challenges facing the BIA law en- 
forcement program is violent crime. The violent crime rate in Indian Country is 
twice the national average. The 2007 budget proposes an increase of $1.8 million 
for law enforcement in Indian Country. An additional $2.7 million is requested to 
staff newly constructed tribal detention centers that will be operational in 2007. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

The 2007 budget supports the leading role of the National Park Service in the 
preservation of nationally significant natural and historical resources. Through com- 
plementary historic preservation programs, NFS helps to protect heritage resources 
through initiatives to inventory, manage, and preserve artifacts and monuments 
and encourages community efforts to preserve local and regional cultural land- 
scapes. The BLM is also a caretaker of significant cultural resources, managing 
what is perhaps the largest and most diverse collection of cultural properties in 
North America. 

American Heritage and Preservation Partnership — Through its Preserve America 
initiative, the Administration is encouraging community efforts to preserve our cul- 
tural and natural heritage. The goals of the initiative include a greater shared 
knowledge about the Nation’s past, strengthened regional identities and local pride, 
increased local participation in preserving the country’s cultural and natural herit- 
age assets, and support for the economic vitality of our communities. 

The 2007 budget request for NFS includes $32.2 million for locally focused historic 
preservation and heritage tourism programs, as part of the Preserve America initia- 
tive. This budget presents a more seamless approach to these programs by com- 
bining Preserve America grants. Save America’s Treasures, and the Heritage Part- 
nership program, and operating these programs under a unifying theme. 

Preserve America grants help States and communities preserve their historic re- 
sources by incorporating them into their local economies. The 2007 budget includes 
$10.0 million, an increase of $5.1 million above the 2006 level, for grants to help 
communities develop resource management strategies and business practices for 
continued preservation of heritage assets. 

NFS Asset Management — The NFS is responsible for maintaining over 7,500 fa- 
cilities for more than 273 million visitors annually. Over previous decades, a backlog 
of maintenance accumulated in the parks. Starting with the 2002 budget, the Ad- 
ministration has invested $4.7 billion and undertaken nearly 6,000 facility improve- 
ments within the parks, resulting in improved roads and trails, rehabilitated visitor 
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centers, more accessible campgrounds, stabilized historic structures, and visitor sat- 
isfaction rates that are high. 

Ensuring the state of disrepair experienced in the past does not recur requires 
an asset management plan that addresses all phases of an asset’s lifecycle and en- 
compasses the total cost of ownership for each asset. Effective facility management 
requires a comprehensive inventory of needs, assessment, and a facility condition 
assessment survey process, which provides the necessary information for deter- 
mining resources that are necessary to maintain facilities and infrastructure in ac- 
ceptable condition. At the end of 2005, NFS had performed comprehensive condition 
assessments on 57 percent of its asset inventory and is on track to meet its goal 
of completing the first cycle of assessments by the end of 2006. The 2007 budget 
continues to support implementation of the NFS asset management program. Total 
construction and maintenance funding is $622.8 million, a decrease of $80.6 million 
from 2006, but still above the funding levels during any prior Administration. This 
reflects a return to sustainable funding levels after the completion last year of a 
five-year surge in funding. The budget request focuses on protecting and maintain- 
ing existing assets rather than funding new construction projects. 

Cultural Resource Frotection — Thousands upon thousands of cultural properties 
have been reported in surveys of BLM public lands, including cliff dwellings, mines, 
ground figures, rock art renderings, military outposts and homesteads, and others. 
These resources represent the tangible remains of at least 13,000 years of human 
adaptation to the lands, and span the spectrum of human experiences since people 
first set foot on the North American continent. Many of these valuable and irre- 
placeable properties and artifacts are threatened by unauthorized use, theft, and 
vandalism. The 2007 budget proposes a $3.0 million initiative to improve the protec- 
tion, preservation, access to, and interpretation of these cultural resources to en- 
hance their economic, scientific, cultural, and educational value to all Americans. 

RESOURCE USE 

The Department’s strategic goal for Resource Use includes programs that manage 
natural resources to promote responsible use and sustain a dynamic economy. In- 
cluded in the $1.5 billion supporting this goal are programs focused on enhancing 
the Nation’s energy security and availability, increasing timber production and im- 
proving forest health, and maximizing water availability through improved delivery 
and efficiency of water use. In addition to the energy initiatives discussed above, 
the following are the areas of emphasis in the 2007 budget. 

Increasing Timber Froducts — Working in conjunction with the U.S. Forest Serv- 
ice, Interior manages timber tracts on public lands and follows the goals of the 
Northwest Forest Plan and forest management plans. The 2007 BLM budget will 
generate increased timber production with a $3.0 million increase in the Oregon and 
California Forest Management program that supports the commitments of the set- 
tlement agreement in the lawsuit American Forest Resource Council v. Clarke. The 
additional funding will focus on implementing the Northwest Forest Plan under 
commitments of the settlement agreement, which directs BLM to produce the allow- 
able sale quantity of 203 million board feet and an additional 100 MMBF through 
the thinning of late- succession reserves. The increase will allow BLM to ramp up 
to meet the commitment level of 303 MMBF by 2009. It will result in an additional 
20 MMBF of timber offered in 2008 and 2009, which are projected to generate $6.5 
million in additional timber receipts. 

Payments in Lieu of Taxes — The 2007 budget proposes $198.0 million for the Pay- 
ments in Lieu of Taxes Program. PILT payments are made to local governments in 
counties, townships, and other jurisdictions where certain Federal land is located 
within their boundaries based on the concept that local governments incur costs re- 
lated to maintaining infrastructure on Federal lands but are unable to collect teixes 
on these lands. The budget funds $197.6 million for PILT payments and $400,000 
for program administration. Although this is $34.5 million below the 2006 record 
high level, it is comparable to historical funding levels. 

WILDLAND FIRE 

The Department’s 2007 budget for the Wildland Fire Management program con- 
tinues implementation of the National Fire Plan and the President’s Healthy For- 
ests Initiative. Interior’s fire bureaus, working collaboratively with the Forest Serv- 
ice, will continue meeting the Department’s Strategic Plan goal of reducing risks to 
communities and the environment from wildland fire. Since adoption of the National 
Fire Plan, significant investments in preparedness resources have strengthened ini- 
tial attack capability and combined with improvements in management and oper- 
ation, have led to improved firefighting capability. The Department’s success rate 
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for containing wildfires at initial attack was 92 percent in 2000. Interior anticipates 
that it will maintain at least a 95 percent success rate in 2007. The Department 
has also made substantial progress in addressing the threat posed by heavy fuels 
buildup and over the last five years, 2001-2005, has treated nearly 5.6 million 
acres. By contrast in the five years preceding the National Fire Plan, Interior treat- 
ed few than 2.7 million acres. The management and effectiveness of the hazardous 
fuels reduction program have also improved. Treatments in the wildland-urban 
interface have grown from 22 percent of acres in 2001 to nearly 44 percent in 2006. 

In 2007, Interior will maintain its high success rate for containing wildfires at ini- 
tial attack through more effective and efficient use of preparedness and suppression 
resources. The Department will also continue to strategically implement hazardous 
fuels reduction projects to reduce risks to communities and improve forest and 
rangeland health. The 2007 budget proposes $769.6 million for the Wildland Fire 
management program. This includes an increase of $26.3 million for fire suppression 
operations, to reflect the ten-year average cost of fire suppression. 

Rural Fire Assistance — The 2007 budget for Wildland Fire continues partnerships 
with local fire departments. Interior fire agencies will continue efforts begun in 2006 
to use $1.9 million in preparedness funding to provide training and personal equip- 
ment to local firefighters to help build a ready-reserve of local firefighters that can 
support initial and extended attack on large forest and thereby improve the effec- 
tiveness of Federal cooperation with local firefighting agencies. The $9.9 million 
rural fire assistance program is proposed for elimination as a separate funding 
source because the types of equipment and basic training needs it provides will be 
met through the U.S. Forest Service and the Department of Homeland Security. 

SCIENCE PRIORITIES 

Science forms the foundation of Interior’s land management decisions and 
strengthens the ability of land managers to address a range of issues. The U.S. Geo- 
logical Survey serves as the Department’s primary source of scientific research, 
earth and biological sciences data, and geospatial information. The 2007 budget in- 
cludes $944.8 million for USGS science related initiatives to protect lives and re- 
sources and provide scientific leadership through improved hazards detection and 
warning, improved energy research, streamgaging, and participation in the Landsat 
Data Continuity Mission. 

Multi-Hazards Pilot — The USGS is responsible for the assessment, monitoring, 
and prediction of geologic hazards. The 2007 budget proposes a multi-hazards initia- 
tive aimed at merging information about different hazards into integrated products 
to support land-use planning, hazards mitigation, and emergency response. The 
pilot will be funded by a redirection of base resources and, in addition, the budget 
calls for an increase of $2.2 million to enhance these resources. 

Landsat Data Continuity Mission — Landsat satellites collect data about the 
Earth’s land surfaces for use in wildland fire management, detecting and monitoring 
invasive plant species in remote regions, assessing water volume in snow pack and 
large western aquifers, assessing the stewardship of Federal grazing lands, moni- 
toring the land-use and land change in remote regions, global crop monitoring, and 
global mapping. USGS and NASA are partnering to build a new landsat satellite 
set to launch in 2010. The budget requests an increase of $16.0 million for USGS 
to finish designing and begin building a ground system to acquire, process, archive, 
and distribute data from the new satellite. 

Streamgages — The USGS operates and maintains approximately 7,000 
streamgages that provide long-term, accurate, and objective streamflow and water 
quality information that meets the needs of many diverse users. The 2007 budget 
includes an increase of $2.3 million to allow USGS to continue operations at high 
priority Federal interest sites as well as increase the number of streamgages report- 
ing real-time data on the Internet. 


CONCLUSION 

The budget plays a key role in advancing our vision of healthy lands, thriving 
communities, and dynamic economies. Behind these numbers lie people, places, and 
partnerships. Our goals become reality through the energy and creativity efforts of 
our employees, volunteers, and partners. They provide the foundation for achieving 
the goals highlighted in our 2007 budget. This concludes my overview of the 2007 
budget proposal for the Department of the Interior and my written statement. I will 
be happy to answer any questions that you may have. 

Senator Burns. Okay, well we’ll get into the — Senator Dorgan 
has joined us, or anything you would like to add to this? 
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Senator Dorgan. Mr. Chairman I’m sorry I was delayed. But Ms. 
Secretary, thank you and welcome. 

PAYMENTS IN LIEU OF TAXES 

Senator Burns. We’ll get underway. As I alluded in my opening 
statement Madam Secretary, that I’m concerned about the PILT re- 
quest, in other words we’re down a little bit from — all the way from 
$233 million, down to $195 million, something like that. That’s a 
$40 million cut back. I want to know what your rationale is to cut 
this program. 

Ms. Scarlett. Senator, thank you very much. We certainly ap- 
preciate your concerns about PILT; we understand how important 
it is to local counties to have these revenues. 

I would like to underscore that the decision in this direction was 
difficult as have been our other cuts. In part it was made with an 
understanding that we do have some $4 billion in other kinds of 
payments that go to counties through sharing of other revenues 
generated from resource management. In addition I would like to 
underscore that while this is a reduction it still leaves the level of 
funding at significantly above where they were in the 1990s and 
at this difficult time we determined that the revenue sharing cou- 
pled with this level of funding would be appropriate. 

Senator Burns. Well, we’re going to have a little argument about 
that. But I take I guess, I go back to my days as a County Commis- 
sioner, it takes as many services, and whenever you compare what 
we’re paying to the country, payment in lieu of taxes, is 14 cents. 
When the private land owner is paying up around 6 bits, 75 cents 
an acre we’ve not caught up with what the private land owner 
pays. 


FINANCIAL AND BUSINESS MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 

Not even near it. So we’ll have a little argument about this. Now, 
the growing costs and delays associated with implementing your 
Financial and Business Management System, the Department is 
requesting $22 million for this system in 2007 and recently you re- 
moved the contractor that was doing the work because of imple- 
mentation problems. 

Can you tell us, bring us up to date, the status of the project, 
and I’ve got a follow up question after that, or maybe a lot of ques- 
tions with regard to that. 

Ms. Scarlett. Yes, thank you Senator. Let me remind the sub- 
committee of the reasons why we are moving forward and think it’s 
imperative to do so, on this project. We inherited over 100 different 
property systems, 15 financial management systems, and some 20 
other asset management systems. They are antiquated, they no 
longer receive vendor support, and they don’t speak to each other 
so we have to do manual entries. We have Bureau of Reclamation 
people with 30 passwords to get into systems. They enter one bit 
of data close, enter the same bit of data in a different system. That 
is not workable and that lies behind our attempt to integrate this 
system. 

We have made significant progress, but we did have problems 
with the vendor. We have let a new contract with IBM to be the 
integrator. I am pleased to say that we were able to make this 
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choice, and separate from the previous contractor, because we have 
a very good contract management system in place. 

Rather than waiting 5 years down the road and well into the 
project we were able to identify the problems very early on, see 
that they were having difficulties in achieving the milestones that 
were set, and that caused us to steer in a different direction. We 
do have another contractor onboard. It is a fixed cost contract from 
this point forward, and I want to note that we have, along the way, 
made significant progress. We do have the grants portion already 
up and running, the financial portions for our Office of Surface 
Mining and MMS will be up and running in the fall. Then we have 
sequenced after that the other systems. Yes, we had a little hitch 
in the get along, but we think we are managing the program well 
and we think it is essential. 

Senator Burns. Well I would hope so. The years I spent chairing 
communications up in Commerce, and by the way we’re marking 
up this morning. Anyway and how we fight for technology neu- 
trality, interoperability, and to set the policies and everybody it 
seems like in the private sector does not experience the problems 
we have in Government. I’ve always said that every little jurisdic- 
tion in our Department that’s out on the ground has a tendency to 
set up their own little fiefdom and think they know more about IT 
than anybody else. We’ve got to get over that some way or other. 
This system has got to be one system, it’s got to be integrated, and 
it’s got to be able to talk to each other. I know we threw a lot of 
money away, especially over in the BIA on that system. We just 
don’t want to go down that road anymore. 

I just think it’s a crime that we don’t have somebody within the 
Department that doesn’t recognize that. Because if you look at all 
the bad money we’re throwing after good, we could fully fund PILT 
up to the authorized level. Very easily get that done and until we 
get some kind of a system down there. I’ve got some other ques- 
tions, and I know we have a mark going on in Commerce, and I 
want to hold him down here as — there’s a couple of issues I don’t 
want him voting against up there. But no. Senator Dorgan thanks 
for coming this morning. 

Senator Dorgan. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. Let me 
just ask a number of questions. I understand that you’ve inherited 
this, although you’ve been a significant part of the agency. But 
you’ve inherited this role and undoubtedly the agency itself has in- 
herited from the White House and the Office of Management and 
Budget a set of priorities that you are bound and determined to 
come up here and support as hard as it might be in some areas. 

INDIAN EDUCATION 

But let me just — first obviously the zeroing out once again of 
funding for the United Tribes Technical College. That’s an Indian 
College that benefits Senator Burns, Senator Domenici and myself, 
our constituents. It’s by all accounts an outstanding college, and 
yet every single year, the administration zeros it out and we right 
the funding back in and it really makes no sense to me, I won’t ask 
you why because I’ve asked the Secretary when she was here, why. 
I heard the answer but didn’t understand the answer. So, but I ex- 
pect once again we will add that funding, and I regret that you all 
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don’t think that a college worthy of that funding. Replacement 
school construction, I’m going to focus just a little bit on the Indian 
accounts, because I think when you take a look at the BIA, funding 
cuts here I’m troubled by them, because we really are short of 
funding. I had the GAO do an evaluation of the condition of BIA 
schools and frankly the schools are not in good condition. 

I was in a school BIA school a week ago today in Fort Yates, 
North Dakota. I mean we all go to these schools and understand 
the backlog and the need for construction and rehabilitation fund- 
ing. I understand that the response by the agency is, reduce fund- 
ing for replacement of these schools, reduce funding by $37 million, 
a 43 percent cut. The reason is they’re focusing on building schools 
that have already been funded. But I mean you know the fact is 
the agency can do more than one thing at a time. I think it’s really 
serious mistake to not continue to upgrade and fund the schools 
when young Indian children go through those classroom doors they 
are our charge and we really need to give them the kind of oppor- 
tunities that all other children in this country have. So, let me 
mention one other thing and then ask you to respond. The Johnson 
O’Malley education grants, these are the grants, that among other 
things, help pay for tutoring, for after school programs, and I have 
visited with all of the tribes in North Dakota and many tribes from 
around the country, and zeroing out this program is a very serious 
mistake. So I guess I would ask, have you taken a hard look at the 
Johnson O’Malley program and what gives rise to deciding not to 
fund that program. 

Ms. Scarlett. Thank you Senator. Would you like me to com- 
ment on all three of those issues? 

JOHNSON O’MALLEY 

Senator Dorgan. No, the first two were just rhetorical. I mean 
I understand what your comments would be about the first two. 
But just tell me about Johnson O’Malley, because I understand 
what your comments would be about the first two. But just tell me 
about Johnson O’Malley, because in the budget it says the elimi- 
nation of the Johnson O’Malley program will allow the Bureau to 
focus on its primary mission requirement of providing basic edu- 
cation to Indian children in Bureau funded elementary, and sec- 
ondary schools. But I go up to those programs, I don’t see any in- 
crease, so you’ve cut Johnson O’Malley, but don’t increase them in 
areas where you say — in the justification you’re going to increase 
them. 

Ms. Scarlett. Thank you Senator, Indian education, of course, 
is a central priority. It is imperative that these students get this 
education so that they have opportunities for their future. Our rea- 
sons for zeroing out the Johnson O’Malley program are several fold. 
One, the program, at its funding level provides, based on the head 
count that we have for students that receive it, about $90 per stu- 
dent. Or have received about $90 per student. When the Johnson 
O’Malley was passed in 1934, or some seven decades ago, there was 
no other competing program of that sort. In the meanwhile, we 
have created the Department of Education and it is now funding 
very similar kinds of programs to the tune of some $667 million. 
We believe that is the appropriate place to fund these special pro- 
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grams and efforts for Indian students. We have worked very, very 
closely this past year with the Department of Education to jointly 
develop a strategic plan for our Indian schools, to ensure that they 
achieve the performance that they can and also with these students 
that are in public education programs to get the special assistance 
that they need. 

It is our work with the Department of Education and the focus 
of these funds there that has caused us to take this proposed ac- 
tion. 


DEFERRED MAINTENANCE 

Senator Dorgan. I would just observe however, we can’t find 
where that money was moved somewhere else in a corresponding 
increase in some other area. I know that’s what the administration 
says, but we can’t find that. Let me ask about the steady erosion 
over a long period of time now of the ability to fund the mainte- 
nance and the operation of parks and refuges and other lands. 
There’s a lot of deferred maintenance as you know, and you are 
asked, because you don’t request funding for salary increases that 
you know will exist. So you’re asked to absorb these each year, and 
we have less and less money to provide for the basic maintenance 
and the basic operations of the park services and refuges — how 
long can that continue? We can’t continue to do that forever I as- 
sume? 

Ms. Scarlett. Senator Dorgan, the operations of our land man- 
agement agencies and their budgets is a high priority and this year 
we’re proposing to fund the fixed pay cost at 70 percent of the pro- 
posed pay increase, and 100 percent for the other fixed costs in 
terms of benefits and so forth. Last year we funded those park op- 
erations at 100 percent, indeed all the fixed costs for the Depart- 
ment of Interior. The 70 percent was proposed because we believe 
we can continue to make some management improvements that 
will allow us to be more efficient and effective in the delivery of 
services. 

Eor maintenance itself, we will have completed some 6,000 
projects in park maintenance for the Park Service over these last 
5 years. That has had a dramatic effect. We now track and give a 
grade to the condition of our park facilities, for visitor service facili- 
ties, and so forth. We have brought that grade down to a fair or 
at least adequate level, and some, of course are in good condition 
and we’re heading further in that direction. The budget does in- 
clude a $10 million increase for cyclic maintenance because that 
keeps us on the track of not getting behind, but rather keeping 
ahead of the game and maintains the high levels of funding for the 
Repair and Rehabilitation program. I will note that the cuts in the 
construction program that you see are largely cuts in what would 
be new construction. We have maintained almost the same level of 
rehabilitation funding in the Park Service in the 2007 budget. 

We have a chart that actually shows that. 

[The information follows:] 
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Senator Dorgan. If you’ll just submit that to us, that would be 
fine. 

Ms. Scarlett. That’s the overall trend line, but we have another 
chart that shows 

Senator Dorgan. Do you have a chart that shows the backlog, 
this shows the backlog funding. Is there a chart that shows the 
backlog? 

Ms. Scarlett. There’s not a chart that shows the backlog per se. 
As we have gotten into t^ing to understand this issue. When we 
came on board we had neither an inventory of facilities, nor an as- 
sessment of their condition. We had what might be characterized 
as anecdotal information, on a piece by piece basis of some backlog. 
What we have done is to put in place an industry best practices 
standard, whereby we assess the total cost to replace facilities and 
then all of the repair needs, both backlog as well as current re- 
pairs, ongoing current repairs. That gives us a ratio, and gives us 
a grade and that’s the grade I’m referring to when I say we’re now 
kind of at an adequate level except for roads, which remains a 
problem. 

Senator Dorgan. Would you submit that to us, so we can under- 
stand what we calculate the backlog to be from those documents? 

Ms. Scarlett. Yes, we can do that. And we have that calculated 
for eight different kinds of facilities and it shows you what ones are 
in significantly better condition than they were 5 years ago. 

[The information follows:] 

SERVICEWIDE EACILITY CONDITION INDEX (FCI) INFORMATION BY ASSET TYPE 


Fiscal year 


Regular asset type ’ 

2003 

baseline 

2004 

target 

2004 

actual 

2005 

target 

2005 

actual 

2006 

target 

2006 

actual 


0.16 

0.22 

0.17 

0.23 

0.17 

0.17 

0.26 

0.15 

0.21 

0.16 

0.21 

0.16 

0.17 

0.26 

0.10 

0.13 

0.08 

0.17 

0.36 

0.15 

0.12 

0.15 

0.20 

0.16 

0.20 

0.16 

0.17 

0.26 

0.17 

0.16 

0.12 

0.17 

0.27 

0.16 

0.17 

0.07 

0.10 

0.04 

0.07 

0.28 

0.09 

0.11 










Campgrounds 

Unpaved Roads 

Paved (FHWA) Roads 




















0.37 

0.35 

0.39 

0.38 

0.45 

0.36 




0.25 

0.24 

0.24 

0.22 

0.29 

0.20 





'Regular asset types include assets that have completed condition assessments based on industry standards. Additional information will 
be developed for other assets, such as memorials or archeological sites. 

2 Pavement only; does not include retaining walls, parking lots, drainage structures, etc. 

3 Target for fiscal year 2007 revised per fiscal year 2007 PB. 

Senator Dorgan. Just for example in the Indian health service, 
it was like pulling molars to get the data from the Indian health 
service to find out how much of the needs are unserved. They real- 
ly can’t — they don’t want to tell you. I finally found out we serve 
about 60-65 percent of the need, means 35 to 40 percent is 
unserved. We — you know we’re actually rationing healthcare on 
reservations in contract health. We’re actually rationing 
healthcare. And there are people desperately sick, who are not get- 
ting the healthcare because the money doesn’t exist. So I’m always 
interested in what is not being done that must be done. That’s the 
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list I’m interested in evaluating in the context of what kind of 
funding is being requested. 

ALASKA NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE 

One final question, what do you propose we do with the $8 mil- 
lion you’re asking to be used for drilling in ANWR. As you know 
the Congress has at this point decided not to proceed to drill in 
ANWR, so you’ve requested $8 million for that, would you suggest 
we invest that in the United Tribes Technical College in Bismarck, 
or perhaps the Indian health service — where would you suggest we 
move that? 

Ms. Scarlett. Senator, the President’s budget includes that, be- 
cause we remain hopeful that the Congress will act on ANWR. Of 
course in recent years they have not done so, but we remain fo- 
cused because it is the largest single supply of fossil fuels in the 
United States and we are hopeful. Therefore, that money is pro- 
posed for studies and related activities that would anticipate such 
action by the Congress. 

Senator Dorgan. Well that’s the amount above $8 million, you 
actually asked for $12.4 million which includes some studies, but 
I recognize the budget was submitted before the most recent action 
by Congress on the ANWR issue, so I wouldn’t have expected it to 
have been corrected in here. But I think ultimately that $8 million 
will not be used for ANWR, so if you’d send to us maybe a notion 
of where we might invest that, I think we have some ideas as well. 

As I said before, I think we’d like to submit a list of questions. 
You’ve inherited this job, and I know you’ve done a good job over 
a long period of time, and we appreciate your willingness to come 
and testify. The fact is you are the victim; your agency and other 
agencies are the victim of a fiscal policy that is not working in my 
judgment. You don’t need to hear this in another hearing from me. 
The fact is that our fiscal policy is so off course that we are doing 
everything we can to maintain the 15 percent tax rate on capital 
gains, and we’re willing to cut, cut, cut on these other areas in 
order to make up for the revenue we lose on that. So I mean I un- 
derstand you come here and you have a requirement to support the 
President’s budget, I think we’re short in the Indian Health Serv- 
ice, I think we’re short in Indian Education, I think we’re short in 
the Maintenance Accounts, for doing what we should do on parks 
and those kinds of things. But you know, I say that with good will. 
Our committee appreciates your work, and the work of folks in the 
agency who are coming with the budget prepared largely at the 
White House and the 0MB. So I thank you very much for being 
here today. 

Ms. Scarlett. Thank you. 

Senator Burns. Good heavens. 

Senator Dorgan. I’m going to run up to the Commerce com- 
mittee markup then, and see if I can get my vote in before you get 
there. 


INDIAN HEALTH SERVICE 

Senator Burns. If I can hold you another 5 minutes, I have no 
worries. No, not really. I’ve got a couple of problems and those of 
you who are — look at all the pencils come out behind you back 
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there. We got a problem with, and this goes right down the road 
with our healthcare in Indian Country. We’ve got trust land that 
the ranches are in Montana, but they can’t get their healthcare un- 
less they go back to Fort Berthold. Now there’s an Indian Health 
Service facility at Trenton North Dakota, which is just across the 
border, up in the Williston, up in that area and they can’t go there 
because they live in Montana. 

Now they can’t go to Fort Peck, because they are enrolled under 
Fort Berthold. Have we done anything to address that situation, 
because these folks happen to be there, they’re entitled to their 
healthcare and they’re living in sort of no man’s land? Have we 
done anything to deal with that particular problem up in North 
East Montana? You may need some help on this. 

Ms. Scarlett. The Indian Health Service of course is not under 
Interior’s direct responsibility, we have the education. So I’m happy 
to talk with my colleagues at Health and Human Services about 
that. It is a challenge of course; not only for education services, but 
health service as well, the wide distribution of these locations and 
trying to get services to people in these remote locations. Certainly 
for our responsibilities we’re trying to make the appropriate serv- 
ices available. 

Senator Burns. Well, I’ve visited with the Directors there in 
Trenton in North Dakota, and it’s just a situation where it seems 
like we could — in other words if we could move some funds from 
the Fort Berthold for their healthcare into the Fort Peck for the in- 
creased traffic, or requirements and get that done. It seems like it 
could be done administratively. 

FEDERAL RECOGNITION 

Now also the delays in recognition, the process for Indian tribes, 
the Little Shell Tribe in Montana received a proposed favorable 
finding for recognition in 2000 but no progress has been made in 
intervening years finalizing the finding. I’d like to know the cause 
of the delay. These folks are without recognition right now, and 
could I get some explanation from the Department of Interior? 

Ms. Scarlett. Yes, thank you Senator. This is actually a some- 
what analogous situation with the Tribe. We have been working 
with the Tribe for a number of years, and in fact the Tribe itself 
has asked for 10 different extensions as they have worked to ac- 
quire and assemble the information needed. It’s my understanding 
that most of that information is now assembled and they are in the 
ready waiting for action mode, but still getting some final docu- 
mentation. I would be hopeful that after this long saga, we would 
be able to bring some conclusion in the relatively near future. 

MUSEUM OF THE PLAINS INDIAN 

Senator Burns. Thank you very much. Now, does this budget re- 
quest propose to close the Museum of the Plains Indian? Now I 
think this is up at Browning, is that correct? I think it is. Does this 
budget request propose to close the Museum of the Plains Indian? 

Ms. Scarlett. Senator, we had over the years acquired three 
museums under our operation. The primary mission of the Indian 
Arts and Crafts Board has been to both promote Indian Crafts, as 
well as to enforce against fraud. We have been trying to shift re- 
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sources at Indian Arts and Crafts Board to those two primary mis- 
sions and then work with partners. Our intention would he not to 
close the museums, rather to find partners who would in turn oper- 
ate the museums and hold those artifacts. 

We have had a number of discussions in the three locations, in- 
cluding in Montana, and in fact are looking forward to talking with 
the Trihe in Montana in the relatively near future to pick up those 
conversations. 

Senator Burns. I think this is an issue where we’ve got to sit 
down and have a meeting on it, and also work with the Blackfeet 
up at Browning. 

Ms. Scarlett. We would he very happy to do that. 

APPLICATIONS FOR PERMITS TO DRILL 

Senator Burns. I think we can work out our differences there, 
but we can do that at a different venue. Last fall I examined the 
oil and gas resources on our federal land. As you well know we 
were backlogged with our APDs, can you bring us up to date for 
the information of this committee I know we increased the $25 mil- 
lion for the energy related programs, can you bring us up to date 
on what we have done. I know the request for drilling permits has 
increased. 

Ms. Scarlett. Yes Senator, we have made enormous progress 
and have been able to make that progress notwithstanding signifi- 
cant increases in applications for permits to drill. As I noted in my 
testimony, we estimate a projected 12,000 applications for permits 
to drill in 2007. 

We expect by the end of 2007 to actually have caught up with 
the back log. So that means that we have significantly increased 
the pace at which we are able to do these, because we have both 
a growing request and more rapid disposition of these applications. 

We have a graph that shows that. 

[The information follows:] 
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HAZARDOUS FUELS 

Senator Burns. Hazardous fuels I think you should stay after 
that. Now we’ve got a little more moisture up in our part of the 
country this year. But I want to bring up a little situation that is 
up in a wildlife game refuge, and that’s the C.M. Russell. We’ve ex- 
perienced some problems up there and some proposals have been 
made, and there again I think your staff should make note of that, 
that we’re going to have to sit down and work out some of the prob- 
lems on the C.M. Russell. Especially those people having grazing 
permits within inside that refuge, and just the overall relationship 
between that and the communities in which it’s held. 

RS 2477 

Let’s talk about RS 2477. Seems like that comes up every now 
and again, that 2477 granted rights of way across Federal lands for 
construction of public roads, it was repealed in 1976, but signifi- 
cant disagreements between Utah Counties, BLM and wilderness 
advocates have continued. The 10th Circuit as you know ruled on 
the issue in 2005 in your favor. On March 22, Secretary Norton 
issued guidance to land managers to implement the 10th Circuit 
decision. 

The Department recently announced the new guidelines. Can you 
explain why the new guidelines are necessary? 

Ms. Scarlett. Yes, thank you Senator. The 10th Circuit Court 
decision essentially ruled that the Department of the Interior, 
while it can make administrative decisions with respect to regu- 
lating the maintenance of roads, is not in a position to adjudicate 
the actual ownership of rights of way. 

That is left to the court system. We needed to align our practices 
with that decision and essentially that means that we will be work- 
ing with states to come up with agreements on road maintenance 
notification, so that when they’re doing road maintenance they will 
notify us first. We have certain provisions to ensure that occurs in 
an appropriate fashion. In addition, the decision makes very clear 
and we make very clear in our guidance to the bureau that this 
does not apply to decisions about identifying new roads. As there 
are no new roads, and new construction, the decision really applies 
to allowing counties to proceed with maintenance of existing roads 
in consultation and discussion with us. 

Senator Burns. That’s always been a contention. I’m glad the 
courts ruled in the way they did, but I also want the Department 
to be sensitive to those too also, because there are some sensitive 
lands in that country. 


ABANDONED MINE LANDS 

The AML fee extension that runs out June of this year, if not ex- 
tended what happens? What will be the effect on the combined ben- 
efit fund? 

Ms. Scarlett. The fee extension of course on the one hand pays 
for the abandon mines reclamation and then also on the combined 
benefits fund. When that ultimately runs out — I’m actually going 
to turn to Pam, can you answer that? I’m not sure what happens 
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with the combined benefit, I know what happens to the abandoned 
mine lands. 

Ms. Haze. The Department already has been working on the 
rule-making since the fee has been extended several times; the 
rule-making is actually ready. What would happen is we would 
issue the rule that would allow us to go ahead and make the pay- 
ment and continue to use the interest for that payment. 

Senator Burns. Without the fee being extended? 

Ms. Haze. Correct. It would allow us to set a fee at a rate suffi- 
cient to pay the combined benefit fund. So it would only collect a 
fee comparable to pay the fund. 

NFS MAINTENANCE 

Senator Burns. Thank you very much. We may have to have a 
visit on that too. Who knows? Park Service maintenance I would — 
I would like to put a comment in here, we have talked to the folks 
up a glacier. The folks at Yellowstone and some other folks around, 
and we get the backlog. Some projects have not moved forward and 
have been put on a delay basis in both of those parks. We are find- 
ing out that the cost not only materials, but labor and everything 
else has sort of ballooned a little bit and took them way past what 
we had budgeted to fix, or to build the facility. 

I think what happens is, if we delay long enough then we’re out- 
side our budget, the budgeted dollars. Somewhere or other we’ve 
got to do what we should in maintenance and on our national 
parks and take care of some of this backlog is to initiate those con- 
tracts, rapid and get the contractor on the ground the way they’re 
bid and with some realism. I know some of those bids they go on, 
and on, they don’t just let the bid, they let the bid, they delay the 
bid, and pretty soon your costs which have a tendency to accelerate 
under these conditions that we find ourselves in a booming econ- 
omy where our costs go up everyday. So I would just ask that 
you — that these Park Supervisors and the people who are in charge 
of that, is once they get the authorization and the dollars to build 
a facility is to let the contract. Don’t fiddle around with it. Get it 
done. I’m kind of like Larry the Cable guy. Get her done. We’ll save 
dollars in the long run, and I think we can also taking into account 
some of the backlog that we might be experiencing at this time. So 
I would just ask that you do that. Then we’ll talk about some wild- 
life refuges in private conversation. 

2005 HURRICANES 

That’s just about all the questions I have I think. My staff gives 
me all these, and then I always think of something the night be- 
fore, but I guess most of our effort in our wildlife refuges have been 
focused towards the hurricane areas down there, is that correct? 

Ms. Scarlett. That’s correct. In the wake of the hurricanes, we 
have some 66 wildlife refuges that are along the Louisiana, Mis- 
sissippi and Texas, and Florida coasts. The President’s supple- 
mental budget actually has proposed $132 million in its most re- 
cent request specifically for refuge debris removal and repairs that 
resulted from those hurricanes, specifically for our wildlife refuges. 
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Senator Burns. I knew that you had to relocate some people 
down there, and I know you’ve got some requests in your supple- 
mental. 

Ms. Scarlett. Our total supplemental I believe is around $216 
million. About $58 million of that is for parks, and the biggest 
bulk, I think it might be $132 million, is for wildlife refuges. 

Senator Burns. Before we go to consider that I’d sure like to get 
a breakdown of those areas where we really have some problems, 
because I know we’ve got some people displaced, and had to move 
into new facilities, and everything. But I understand that you’re 
moving back though and it’s coming along fairly well. 

Ms. Scarlett. We are doing very well, and we have a very thor- 
ough list. I’m pleased to say and we can provide you that. We’ve 
made a lot of progress, particularly in the debris removal but the 
devastation was very extensive. 

[The information follows:] 

MMS HURRICANE RECOVERY MANDATORY FUNDING ESTIMATES 

[In thousands of dollars] 


New Orleans, LA Swing Office (February/March 2006): 

Building Lease 

Furniture Lease 

Utility, Security and Other Costs 

Elmwood Rebuild (March/April 2006): 

Furniture 

Utility, Security and Other Costs 

Design Contract 

MMS Program Critical Needs: 

Houston Per Diem Travel (March 2006) 

Contract Support (March 2006) 

Overtime/Salaries (January 2006) 

Emergency Preparation (March 2006) 

TAR/Studics (April 2006) 

G&G Data Restoration (April 2006) 

Equip., Supplies, and Other Costs (March 2006) 

Additional Funding Needs: 

Emergency Preparation Efforts 

Technology Assessment & Research/Environmental Studies 

G&G Data Restoration and Preservation Project 

Coastal Protection/Barrier Island - OCS Sand Resource Assessment & Evaluation Project 

Post Event Coordination Efforts 

Houston Program Travel Costs 

Repayment of Fiscal Year 2005 Funds: Bureau of Indian Affairs (Section 102 Money) 


Estimated 


1,600 

1,000 

650 

4.500 

2.300 
955 

1,900 

2,931 

800 

1,000 

1.300 

2.500 
950 

250 

1,805 

1,000 

2,280 

200 

10 

3,343 


Revised Total, Estimated Hurricane Eunding Needs 


31,274 
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Marsh NWR. 
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Crane NWR. 



52 




53 



1816), Route number 113.. 



54 




55 



2005 . 



56 


■a 

O) 


o 

O 

I 

GO 
I 


Cl. 

Cl. 

GO 


LO 

CZ5 

CZ5 

CSJ 




o 


o 

o 


o 

o 


CO 


o 

o 



o 

OO 


o 

o 



uTS 

un 


o 

o 




CxO 








TO 


TO TO 


TO 


TO 


cccccccccccccccccecccE: cccececccecc: 



57 



2005 . 



58 




59 




60 




OO CNI CNI I — — I 

o urs csj oo Osj 

<x> ur> 1 — I <LO 


cn 

o 

cr> 


un 

CNJ^ 

cnT 


<C 

•< 


LiJ 

Q 



TO J J E J J 


S ^ S ^ ^ ^ 




a. CL a. a. a. a. 
O O O O O O 
tao tao iao lao lao tao 

n-i nn i-Yi ^ n-i ^ 


Big Cypress National Preserve I Wilma I BCW — Loop Road, paved Rt. 102 I repair signs, culverts, asphalt roadway I 55,596 



61 



■ <~o 
■o o 






• "O 

• CO ~ 


■ <C Q_ O O 


cxoao^ = -a E'^-h 
Cl. - E •- '- <x> 

g, ^ OQ 




o o o o c 
oa oa oa CO ( 


o -3 £= _, J 3 = 

— I 5 <? 2 ca. Q. o 

£ ^ i S S f. 

^ CQ Q Q Q I 


I I. I. I 


■O = .^ - 


«*: <a: <c «*: 


■Q *0 ~0 *0 

: CQ CQ QQ CQ 


" TO •— -— •— • — 
CQ O O O O ^ 


^ : CO CD <C 




TO CQ _f 

TO o t3 C3 Q. .» 


I I 


CO CO CO CO CO CO / 


: ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

i ^ ^ iE 


: cn cn ^ ^ 

1 - TO- TO- ^ 


■ JE !E ^ -2 


I CO CO CO 
) ^ ^ ^ ^ £ 
. o o cj o : 


I I I I I I I I I I A I li I li 


COCOCOCOCOCOCL.O_Q_£3_: 

. m ^ ^ m m ^ . ■ 





Q_Q_a.Q_Q_Q_Cl_Q_Cl_a_Q_Cl_Q_0_Cl_a-Q_Cl_0_0_Q_a-Q_Cl_Q_0_Cl_a-Q-Q_Q_a_Q_a-Q_Cl_Q_Q_Cl_a. 




a.a.a.TO.a.fn.a.o.o.a.o.o.o.a.o.o.o.o.o.a.o.o.o.o.o.a.o.a.o.o.o.a.o.o.o.a. 0 . 0 . 0 . 
000000000C_500000000000000000000000000000 
tao CU5 tao tao tao tao *ao *ao *ao lao <ao *ao lao lao *ao lao <ao *ao tao lao *ao tao <ao *ao tao lao *ao lao <ao *ao tao lao *ao tao <ao *ao tao lao *ao tao 


Cypre! 



62 



Cypre! 



63 


oo<x>ur3^ij^r^tofocNi»— ir~«.cNiur3>— iro—ifLOr 

-nr — ocNiocNitor^tocsjrooior^fo^toc 
csjt— i<v5i^eY->ooi.r50ocsir~«.^fO<v500r^ooooc 
ooun<£>tO'— 'r~«OTO'— '0^or^<£>0un<x>csj 
csjcsj>— lursi— I unro'— irocsj"— !•— ito 


I <V5 csj o t — ^ c 
I <£> to oo urs oo ' 
I ^ csj to to uo • 


) oo ^ oo oo oo cr> un 


o oo o uo oo fo 

I — csj ro fo ro I — 

— I ^ ^ <V 5 oo fo r — 


■0‘0'0"0'0"0"a"a"a"a"a"a‘0"a"a. 


: "o o "o "o '■ 


J CO ^ o ^ <w 


i Q Cl Q_ Q 


TO ^ • 
. a. CL 

'. ^ cr: ai cn 


I I I 


: Qc c/o < 

I 


■r 




Ci O O ^ =tt: 


2^ :tt =»= O 


>-C-tf-Ct:i- 
; TO TO TO TO 


o-q-cocooooo-t't 

I I I I I I 




TO s 


: cn cn cn cn cn (ij3 


TO ^ — i L 


= .1 i i I II 


)OOOOOQ_Q_COOO^ 


, o o ce cc cc ce 


:s 55 i 

. aC CQ J 


TO TO TO toE 


^ ^ ^ ^ ^ = 




Q_Q_a.Q_Q_Q_Cl_Q_Cl_a_Q_Cl_Q_0_Cl_a-Q_Cl_0_0_Q_a-Q_Q_Q_ 








Q.CLC2.ca.ca.£O.CLO.CLCLCa.Q.Q.CLO.Q.Ca.O.Q.Q.O.Q.Ca.Q.CO.C C C C C C C C C C C C C C C 
OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 

OOtJOOOOOOOOUOOO 

tao CU5 tao tao tao tao *ao *ao *ao lao <ao *ao lao lao *ao lao <ao *ao tao lao *ao tao <ao *ao tao cococococococococococococococo 

nono^l0^^nnrni-Y^^i■Y^^rY^^^^lOrY^^^norY^^^/-rlrY^^iv^/-rlrY^^^^lOrY^^^norY^^^norY^^^nOf^ 



64 




65 


^csj^oounr~«oooio^tor~«.unr 
oocr>(ro>— 'CNjooocr)tXJc^oor^< 
>— lo^o^r^eocsjrotours*— icsji 
LTscsjco^cNjursoO'— lunootooo 

urs CSJi— Ir-HCNlOCSJtO^O 


I oo to «a- o r _ ... 

i^un— nr^csj^csjor 
csj ro un csj T— I ro 


• O^'— 'ocsjoofoocsj^oocsjr 


< csj ro fo 



.t=: •— CL. 


:s: 2 £: :sr . 


. ro ro fo 


J CNI csj csi csj CSJ csj csj • 


: OO OO OO OO CO CO OO J 


TO ^ .2 


^ 3 CJ O CJ 5 


TO. CL CL 




• "K ai CL 5 


) S l 2 ^ .TO ^ _TO O CU 5 ^ 

O TO^'^ TO 
- Li IQ-CC:^ 


CE ^ 


! " '2 , 

) CL "O 


. ~ TO 


: ce CO ^ 


. S Cl Q Cl Q c 


" q . " q . " q . " q . " q . " q . " q . " q . " q . " q . " q . " q . " q . " q . " q . 

&&&^^^SSSSSSoooooooooooooooooooooooooooo 








oooooooooooo 









TO.TO.TO.TO.TO.TO.TO.TO.TO.TO.TO.TO.TO.TO.TO.TO.TO.TO.TO.TO.TO.TO.TO.TO.TO.TO.TO.TO. 

oooooooooooooooooooooooooooo 



66 




67 


— I ^ <X> CO 
OsJ OO o o 
o ^ to to 


CNJ 


ocNi^o^oo— 'cnc 
urji— icsjcsjo^Ofococ 
^^ro^ocr>-Hcr>c 


>oooot — cn^^roto— HOun<v5oO’-Hocr)ooo^< 
.rooootO'— '0r~~csjur50r^totocsjcsj— Hcsjo^'— 'csj< 
)r^Otr5unur3ror^<v5.— ioO’~'r~«.r^o^»-Hi— ioootooo^r^< 
T— lurscsjcsjurscsjcsj— Hr^un<v50csj— Hcsjcsjurstnro’— irooo* 
r— icsjcsjtocsjcsj rocNiurs*— I — i 



S S -g -g c 
■g "g ‘t- 
TO TO E E ■ 

oa oa o o L 


^ -a 

2 - ^ 
to 3 "to 

i_ ^ O 

-g o S 

qI W = 


i-iA ao ao t 


tail w i- n i-> TO 




: O O to CO ^ h 


O ^ O o ^ 

OJ . Li_ LU c 

, t/> c CC bt 
' "S 1= C3 S S 5 
= OJ O O O ^ 

‘ S oQQCQCQlZIli_li_li_ 

»OC0C3OC3Oe5C3C3 


1 t t : 


’ Q_ O- D_ 


Ecocotococotococo^j 


sc -sC 

o C3 o e? c 


_E_E_E_E_E_E_E to to to to to to to to to S E E 





CO CO CO CO 


13-0-13-0-0.0.0-0.0-0.0- 






TO TO TO TO TO TO TO f_a f_a (f a fa f_a i; a fa f_a i; a f :i f_a 


'CCCCCCCCCelCCCCCelCCCCCel. 


TOTOTOTOTOTOTOTOTOTOTOTOTOTOTOTOTOTOTOTOTOTO 
Si SZ. CjJ50jO«aOOJ5euO«aOOJ5euO«aObJ5euO«aOOJ5euO«aOOJ5euO«aObJ5 


E CO CO to ' 


TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO (O TO TO 

OOOOOOOOOC_5OOOOOOOOC0C3C=lC0C3l=lC0C3l=lC0C3l=lC0C3l=lC0C3l=lC0C3l=lC0 





69 


CTjCTjOOOO'— lOO*— '>- hO— 'CVJ<V5,— I,— I. 

oocsj^oooo^oooo^oor^oour 3 oo^< 
>— i<x>— HoocoeooO'— 'toooooooor^oo< 
^ ^vjo^^ootor^oO'— <oo csjtooor 


) un o cr> r 


< r — cxj cNi r 
. urs oo >— I . 
. ^ CO fo r 

oo” cxT rC • 


OsJ 

cr> 



o ° oJS'coiS 0 i 5 « 5 i 5 i 5 « 5 J 5 i 5 i 5 J 5 i 5 i 5 J 5 « 5 i 5 J 5 i 5 o ° «3 « 5 'ro 
^ E E £ 2 . 0 . 0 . = £ 2 .£ 2 . 0 .£n.£ 2 . 0 .£ 2 .£ 2 . 0 .£n.£ 2 . 0 .£n.£ 2 .£ 2 .£ 2 . = O £ 2 .£ 2 . 0 . 

S^cncncncncnciiciicnaiaiciiaiaiciiaiaiciiaiaiciiaiaiacitaiciiQ:! 




TO 

o. 

cc 


<q g r;— 


^ ^ !s ^ ^ 


L -5 C/> O t - 




"2 "2 "2 - 


O- C 3 cc t 
^ o o : 
^ o o c 

^ QQ QQ C 
^ St: 5 *: : 
_l C3 O C 


10 - 0 - <u -q 3 .E 


■ci J., 


CO c 

CQ O C 


' -O ^ <C O ^ 

) [? s o 2 ? ’ 


E QQ 


I t t : 


• X X X X X X : 


: ifi: sc sc: tn c 
j e? C 3 o ea: « 


1 C_5 Q_ QQ cQ c_3 o O 


I CSJ O O 
I CSI O LJJ 
g" u_ g: ce CO 

S: s S g g ; 

CO CO <L5 ^ ^ £ 
O O ■ ' 




Gj S S 




: Q_ Qu, Q_ > 




^bababrbrbriirbibiQaQabibascscisrscsCisrscseisracsCisrscsCisrscsCiciscsCisrscsCisrsc 


''^ ''^ %wl Cw* 1 ^ %wl Cw* 1 ^ %wl Cw* O %wl 

CO CO CO CO CO CO CO CO CO CO CO CO ^n'Z.'Z.'Zi'Si'3i'Si'Z.-Z.-Z.'3Z-Z.'Z.'Z.'3:.'Zi'Z.'3i'Z.'Z.'31'Z.'Z.'31'Z.'Z. 
OJ 50 J 50 J 5 CxOCxOCxOaOCM 3 CM 3 euOeuOCM 30 J 5 ^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 

. 2 .B. 2333 . 2 . 2 . 2 . 2 . 2 . 2 . 2 '®' 0 ' 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0-0 

"bib "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab 

£'£'£'e’£'£'£'£'£'£'£'£'£'S5Sg5SS5SS5SS5SS5SS5Ss5SS 

r~\ r~\ r~\ i~\ i~\ i~\ /~\ i~i i~i r~\ r~\ /~\ f~\ i i i i i i i ■ i i i i i i i i ■ i i i i i i i i ■ i i i i i i i i ■ i i i i i i i i ■ i i i i i i i i ■ i i i i i i i i ■ i i i i i i i i ■ i i i i 



70 




71 


<V 5 o OO •— I •— I us to 
OsJ ^ OO ^ O ^ O 
— I csj O O to OO OO 
rC ctT un csT 



csjocfoo—- lOOO^oocNiOoocsjcsjtoooO'— 'r^oor~«.to^roi— ir~^ 
^csjcsj<v5r^o<ocsjo^— H^r^urjT— io^<v5^fY-5oocotounounoo 
>— lootoorooO'-HooO'^oOi— io^o^focsjtocsjununfooor~«.uncsj 
•—I csj T— I T— ir^otofoosjo^^tocsjcsj— H I— lo^ij^oo^ 



o QQ .-t; : 



> a. a. o. c 

i E E E TO 

TO TO C_5 ■ 

ro o o 5_ c 

1 CL Q. Q. c 

, o O o js: 

‘ -E -E ^ c 

1 «i o 1 - 1 - ^ c 

o o e? o ^ 
o o o o 
o o e? o 
o o o o 


TO -rr; rv- • 
O- -£ 

. « W E 


<C .2 .2 

O. CQ CQ 

o2o5oc>dcoc>?SoSo 

-t; t; 


— -O : 


TO i2 JS ^ ^ f 


: ■£ -e -e -e ^ 




a. o. ^ ^ ^ Q. Q. — 


TO 0_ 




Q_ O <C <C CQ QQ O h 


• -p — r TO • 


0 - 0 - 0 - 
0-0-0:: 
C3 O O 

o o o 


> O CSJ ro 
' CSJ o O 
I CSI ^ 


TO 


OOOOO— I'-^O 


O-COC/700COC/0C/DCOC/? 

-•>■>>■>■>>■ 
>000000 
>000000 


CO o L 

P ee 5: s Li_ : 
^ ^ o o S E 

O S S CO CO CO c 
O O O O O O L 


• o; q: o; o; o: >- 


o ce ^ 
Ll_ o S 
>->->- 








-0-0‘0"0'0'0"a"0"a"a"a"0'0"a"0'0"a"0'0"a"0'0"a"0'0"a"0'0"a"0'0"a"0'0"a"0'0"a"0'0 

"So "So "So "Sb "Sb "Sb "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab 




72 




73 


— H to o eo 
oo fo ^ o 

urs csj ^ 
utT 


> o uTj fo un 


a^r^<v 5 .-H^ur 3 ootoorocsj<ouni 
roi— lo^csj^o^tor^totoun— Hr~«.i 
rour 50 ^r~«.csjcNj^focsjur 5 fo<o»— 1 ' 
csji— icsjroroO'— irooO'— itoosjiO' 


<x> ^ ro oo 
oo to «:l- r~«. 
<v5 oo ro lO 

CSJ CSJ lO 



*=!■_ <=L 


o 

o 

ro 


fO fO 
CSJ I — 

to CO 


o o 
o o 
to oo 


o o 
o o 

o. 

CSJ lO 


CSJ CO 
O uO 
CSJ ^ 

T— r to" 



Cl.cn.Cl.CJ.CJ.Cl.Cl.CJ.CLQ.Q.Cl.Ci.CJ.Cl.Ci.Q.Cl.Ci.Cl.Cl.Ci.Cl.Cl.Ci.Q. 



: C -5 > ^ z ^ 


) cr> CSJ CO 


3 O O 


o o 
o o 
o o 
ca ca 
o o 
o o 


lO lO 
O C5 

o o 
o o 
oa cQ 
o o 

o CJ 


•= CxO -o 
o ^ 
£X CC oo C 

o o o c 
o o o c 

03 CQ CQ C 
O O O C 
C5 C5 C3 C 


% S ^ 

) o o • 
) un OO - 
: o un ; 


” O- Q_ O- f 


J o o o ^ ~ < 


^ ^ I 
o o : 
o o < 

CQ CQ t 
O O t 
CD CD < 


J OC CO 
. C 3 ^ 

) o o 


t/^ ;= = oo oo CO 


1 ^ Cl. 

i i 


’ 2 *: Qc S =*= ;z : 


o o o o o o : 


c_) o Q 


I Q- O- Q- 


^ 03 CO oo CO CO 


> 0000000 ! 


. QC QC QC QC 


£ S CO > 5 
00 CO CO 00 CO 
QC QC QC QC QC 


: Q- QC LU • 
■ O O QC < 


t= t 0_ QC L 


icjoooooostrracscriscjacsc:: 






-0-0‘0"0'0'0"a"0"a"a"a"0'0"a"0'0"a"0'0"a"0'0"a"0'0"a"0'0"a"0'0"a"0'0"a"0'0"a"0'0 

"So "So "So "So "Sb "Sb "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab 




74 




75 


un oo ^ c 
to cr> csj CO • 
ITO r»«. C 


I CT) un lO csj • 


H ro csj o ^ 


lO r~«. fo <v 5 r~«. 

csj ro oo o oo 

csj un r~~ •— I 

OsT csT 


CSJ lO csj oo 
<0 ro csj 
csj_ to 

un <o ro 


. ro Osj t 
un — H c 
T— T osT 


lO 


oo 

ctT 



•o; CQ • 


C/^ O C/^ 


■— CQ 


J O- -35 tu 


ro ^ CO ^ -f- a_ 


o ^ S ^ : 


Q_Q_a_o_cuQ_o_Q_Q_Q_|; 

lOOOOCsJOlOCsJ* 


' i li ' 

loot 


■ o 00 o o • 


d cc 

<c o 

>- >- 


:c/?coc/^c/?ooc/^coco^ 




Q_ O- Q_ G_ Q_ Q_ Q- C 


• csi 5 cr> 

I ^ o 2 

^ ^ > 
^0-0- 
^ ^ ^ 
! Q- Q_ Q_ 


00 Q_ CO 

> o_ > 

Q_ O O 


ClO — f 


! S’ S? S 

; CO ^ «a: o 


CO CO CO CO 
> > > > 

0000 
> > > > : 
Q-Q-Q-Q-COCOCOCOCOCOCO 


• S <c «*: <c <c 

1 CO CO CO CO CO 






-0-0‘0"0'0'0"a"0"a"a"a"0'0"a"0'0"a"0'0"a"0'0"a"0'0"a"0'0"a"0'0"a"0'0"a"0'0"a"0'0 

"So "So "So "Sb "Sb "Sb "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab "ab 




76 




77 


ursun-— icNjcNj*— loocTjrooi — oooo^ o 

oo^^urs^ursi— loounotOT— 'OOfo o 

oo^'^Oeo'-O^r^^ooO'— 'OOun o 

r ~~— houtsoooo csjroursij^csjoO'— I o 

CSJ iTOeO CNI oo I — oo^ o 

— H <LO CSJ oo un o 

csT CO csT 


oocooiur 3 a^oocoooor~^councototoor~«.csjo^is~co 
o^r^i— iLrsuoooocoooooo^o^oo^or^oocsjT-Hco 
ur3ur5Csjr~~<LOi.r5ur30oocsjcsj.— io^^rooto^oois~co 
^oocsjcsjunoocsjo^r~~ocsj— H^i— loo^oocofoco 
•— irooo—'^ roun r— ^roo^*— luncoun— i 

— nr^ I— I I— icotocsjcsjij^ 



CO to 2 ^ ^ 

^ ^ CO 

> = 03 o 

03 ^ CC , 


1 = 1 = OJ> c 


Q_ci_cc:cooo>>>: 


.E o -Q -= 


: ^ Q.b_ CO 


^£=1 £= O 
= ^ 2 
^ CO CO 03 

Q- oa cQ S 

— > > o 

! O O 3 = 


CO CO : 


IH 2 = £ <=> 

5 ^ S § § 

• E cc 


.^J£i 2 Sci_co&S 











v^v^v^cocococococo^cocov^coco 








■ 0 ‘ 0 ‘ 0 " 0 " 0 ' 0 "a" 0 "a"a"a" 0 ' 0 "a "0 



CO CO CO fn fn en rn rn rn cn rn cj? cn rn 



COCOV^COCOV^COCOV^COCOV^COCOV^COCOV^COCOV^COCOCO 








■ 0 " 0 ' 0 "a" 0 ‘ 0 "a" 0 ' 0 "a" 0 ‘ 0 "a" 0 ' 0 "a" 0 ‘ 0 "a" 0 ' 0 "a" 0‘0 



cn CJ? CJ? rn c_0 CJ? CJ? CJ? CJ? rn c_0 



78 




79 


r~~Lr30CNieor^i.n^^roo» 

o^or~~^ur5ur5rocsjo^csj»— ic 
lOOCNlO^O^tO'— I^OO'— 'C 
ur3<X>OOCNItOtOCSJO^ csj 


<r~~roo— 'O^roor~«.oo<x>ur5r 
i<v5r^^0r^0^oocr)csjcoc 
)<v5csjunocsjto*— icsjOo^r~«.c 
oooo<£>^tour3ij^rooyjror^oounc 


. o o I — o oo o o 

I O 1^5 CT) O CSJ O O 

L 

I o oo oo o I o urs 



^ TO CO 




CO CO CO CO 
C/? oo C/0 C/? 


CO CO CO CO 


CO ^ ^ 

. 4 ^ CO CO CO CO 


^ ^ CO •;= CO 


j £ it — CO 

: ic: o o Q_ c 

CO CO CO CO 

CO CO CO CO 

CO CO CO CO 

,f CO CO CO CO 

1 rn oa CQ CQ C 


E 5 £ 


CO CO CO CO 


i— cj CO CO CO CO 

/IS CO CO CO CO ^ 

gjj Q.O 000 


CO CO CO CO 
CO CO CO CO 
CO CO CO CO 


: *0 ~o *0 *0 *0 O 
’ "co 


CO CO CO CO 


rv-i m-i Q. ^ 

<u <u S 




E E 

CO CO 

CQQQCQCQQQCQOO 


0 - E* " 

cr cr ^ := 




CO CO CO CO O 

00000 c 


s a. ! 

C/J ( 

O O O O O O J 


J O o OJ TO 
E S' Si -E o' 




: 00 1 — 







Q_a_Q_o_ci_a.ci_Q_ci_Q_ci_a.Q_a_Q_Q_a_Q_Q_a_a.Q_ci_Q_Q_o_a.Q_a_Q_Q_a_Q_Q_ci_a.Q_o_a.Q_ 
o2 o3 o2 o3 o3 aS oS oS oS oS aS oSS aS ^ oS aS oSS aS ^ oS aS oSS aS ^ oC aS oSS aS ^ oC aS oSS aS ^ 
a_a_a_Q_Q.Q.Q_a.Q_Q_Q_a.Q_a_a.a_a_a.a_a_a.a_o_a.Q_a_a.a_a_a.a_a_a.a_Q_a.Q_a_a.a_ 









80 




81 




82 



gages (9 gage: 



83 





84 


Request foe $3 Million in Historic Preservation Fund Grants foe Gulf 
Coast State Historic Preservation Officers 

The Gulf Coast Region is rich in heritage assets and the extensive devastation in- 
flicted by the recent hurricanes is unrivaled in the Nation’s history. These assets 
not only form the cultural character of the region; they also play a critical role in 
the economy as the base of the tourism industry. New Orleans has 20 recognized 
historic districts, most of which suffered serious damage from wind and flooding. In 
Mississippi, Katrina destroyed over 300 designated historic properties. 

Reconstruction of heritage assets is essential to the economic recovery of the re- 
gion, so investment and development plans must recognize the repair and rehabili- 
tation of these assets as a priority. The revitalization of the region’s heritage tour- 
ism industry will be a vital component of the overall economic recovery. Tourism 
is a major industry in this part of the country and visitors to cultural and heritage 
assets make-up a significant portion of the overall $18.3 billion travel industry along 
the Gulf Coast. 

Federal law, through Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, re- 
quires Federal agencies to evaluate the impact of their actions on historic prop- 
erties. The “Section 106 process” is overseen by the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation (ACHP) but relies heavily upon the involvement of State Historic Pres- 
ervation Officers (SHPO) for its day-to-day operation. Without timely and effective 
SHPO participation, the Section 106 process cannot function. 

The Section 106 process ensures that Federal assistance is used in a manner that 
avoids unnecessary harm to historic properties and, where possible, to promote the 
constructive reuse of those properties. The billions of dollars of Federal reconstruc- 
tion funding will affect thousands of surviving historic properties, a scale unprece- 
dented in the history of the Section 106 process. 

The extensive number of historic properties in the region will likewise affect the 
delivery of Federal reconstruction assistance. The sheer magnitude of Federal 
projects will overwhelm the Section 106 process at the state level without the re- 
quested grants. This will delay Federal decisions and threaten numerous additional 
heritage assets with destruction by poorly planned redevelopment projects. 

Federal financial assistance is needed immediately to ensure the efficient func- 
tioning of the Section 106 review process. An infusion of funds during the recon- 
struction period will avoid system overload and promote development decisions that 
best integrate the region’s heritage assets into a revitalized Gulf Coast economy. It 
will also offset the negative impact state budget reductions have had on SHPO re- 
sources in the region. The funds will be distributed among the Louisiana, Mis- 
sissippi, Texas, and Alabama SHPOs. The estimated allocation by state is Louisiana 
($1.25 million), Mississippi ($1.5 million), Texas ($150,000), and Alabama ($100,000) 
based on a needs assessment. 


EASEMENTS 

Senator Burns. It was. Last year we appropriated $985 thousand 
to begin purchasing easements along the Front Range of west of 
Great Falls Montana, of the Rocky Mountains. For those who don’t 
know, this is a part of the world where grizzly bears, wolves, wol- 
verine, lynx live amongst the areas many ranches. In fact I will tell 
you that our efforts in order to identify how many bears we got, 
grizzle bears up there we got, has moved along and I think we’ve 
got a few more than we first thought. 

If you don’t know the map of the area, they spotted a grizzly bear 
last year, as far out at the Interstate 15 coming out of Canada. 
That’s way out on the prairie, and that’s a long ways from the 
front. So we did some quarter works up there and some easement 
programs, you might bring us up to date and what’s happening 
with that program, including your plans for funds in 2007? 

Ms. Scarlett. Yes. Thank you Senator, my understanding is 
that the Fish and Wildlife Service is moving ahead with the acqui- 
sitions with the 2006 funds. I believe that will total about 4,700 
acres in 2006. In 2007 we would expect another 6,500 acres and I 
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believe the budget does have some funding, about $1.9 million for 
that purpose. 

Senator Burns. Sometimes we ought to look on how we put valu- 
ations on that. You know you’re not buying a farm in Iowa, or irri- 
gated land. Sometimes I think we should look at that somewhat. 
I’d like to sit down and visit with how much we’re paying for a par- 
cel, and I think some savings could be made through that direction. 
That’s about all I have. There are other questions and there will 
be other questions before this is over, we’d like to work with you 
on the PILT and several areas where we’re short, after all a budget 
does boil down to what your priorities are and sometimes our prior- 
ities are not yours, but nonetheless we’ll find someway to work our 
way through it. I thank you for your testimony this morning. Other 
Senators may have questions if you could respond to those indi- 
vidual senators and to the committee I’d certainly appreciate that, 
and I thank you for your testimony this morning. 

PREPARED STATEMENT 

We have received the statement of Senator Thad Cochran that 
will be made part of the hearing record. 

[The statement follows:] 

Prepared Statement of Senator Thad Cochran 

Mr. Chairman I am pleased to join you in welcoming Secretary Lynn Scarlett to 
the committee this morning. I would also like to recognize Secretary Gale Norton 
for her years of service to this nation. I enjoyed working with Secretary Norton over 
the past 5 years on issues such as the Healthy Forest Restoration Act and the Mi- 
gratory Bird Commission. Secretary Norton has been a good advocate for properly 
managing our nation’s nature resources. I wish Secretary Norton well in her future 
endeavors. 

Secretary Scarlett, I want to commend you and your staff for the effort you have 
made throughout the Gulf Coast region following Hurricanes Katrina and Rita to 
clear debris and establish emergency staging areas for delivering assistance in the 
form of shelter, food, and water to thousands of Gulf Coast residents who lost their 
homes. 

These hurricanes also caused widespread damage to many of the National Wildlife 
Refugees and National Parks on the gulf coast. The Gulf Islands National Seashore, 
which provides a natural barrier from hurricanes, was severely damaged during 
Hurricane Katrina. It is critical that the Department of the Interior and other fed- 
eral agencies move forward with plans to restore these important natural barriers. 

Mr. Chairman, thank you very much for holding this hearing. I look forward to 
the testimony. 


ADDITIONAL COMMITTEE QUESTIONS 

Senator Burns. We will leave the record open for questions from 
other committee members. 

[The following questions were not asked at the hearing, but were 
submitted to the Department for response subsequent to the hear- 
ing:] 


Questions Submitted by Senator Conrad Burns 

PILT reductions 

Question. The Committee has a real concern with your PILT request. Since I’ve 
been chairman we’ve managed to increase the annual amount for PILT from around 
$135 million in fiscal year 2000 to a high last year of $233 million. This program 
is absolutely critical to local county governments yet the Administration proposes 
to cut it virtually every year. 

What is the rationale for proposing to cut this vital program again this year? 
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Answer. As part of the President’s effort to reduce the budget deficit by half over 
five years, the 2007 budget for the Department makes difficult choices among pro- 
grams. Overall the Department’s 2007 budget reflects a reduction of $322 million 
in current discretionary funding. The 2007 budget continues essentially the same 
level as was funded in 2001, and is still at a level that is significantly above the 
levels paid in the 1990s, which were on the order of $100-120 million. 

Question. Aren’t you sending a mixed message to local communities when you em- 
phasize cooperation and collaboration in implementing the Healthy Forests Initia- 
tive and various conservation programs, but when it comes to a vital program that 
funds rural schools and infrastructure you keep proposing to cut the funding? 

Answer. The PILT program compensates counties across the U.S. for losses to 
their real property teix base when Federal lands are located within their boundaries. 
Payments received under the program may be used for any governmental purpose, 
such as police and fire protection, school buses, or road maintenance. In addition 
to PILT, the Department provides $4 billion in revenues to States and counties on 
an annual basis. These payments help to defray the costs of infrastructure and serv- 
ices at the State and county level. Although these funds are not intended to sub- 
stitute for payments to counties, the Department does project continuing increases 
in revenues that are shared with States and counties, to help defray the costs of 
infrastructure and services at the State and county level. In 2000 these payments 
totaled $1.9 million. The 2007 estimated payments are expected to be double this 
amount. 


FINANCIAL SYSTEMS — COST OVERRUNS 

Question. The Committee is concerned with the growing costs and delays associ- 
ated with implementing your Financial and Business Management System (FBMS). 
The Department is requesting $22 million for this system in fiscal year 2007 but 
recently you removed the contractor that was doing the work because of implemen- 
tation problems. 

Can you tell us what the status is of this project? 

Answer. A new competitive solicitation for implementation services for the Finan- 
cial and Business Management System was issued in November 2005. On February 
28, 2006, Interior awarded a contract to IBM Business Consulting. The DOI FBMS 
team is working with IBM toward deployment of the core financial and reporting 
modules of FBMS in the Minerals Management Service and Office of Surface Min- 
ing in the fall of 2006. The grants module that was deployed in April 2005 remains 
in production; software that was purchased is being used; the hosting services and 
infrastructure continue to be provided by DOFs National Business Center. 

Question. How much more is implementation of this system costing than you 
originally projected? 

Answer. Originally, we projected that the system implementation would cost 
about $125 million, llased on the new contract award, the implementation costs 
have increased by approximately $55 million over a six-year period. In addition, the 
Department has increased resources devoted to planning by $15 million over the im- 
plementation period, principally for increased subject matter experts drawn from 
DOI’s bureaus, and more oversight into the technical work products of the project 
implementation. 

Question. Can you assure the Committee that this isn’t going to turn into a sys- 
tem that doesn’t work as advertised and costs tens of millions more to implement 
than what you originally projected? 

Answer. The primary software used for FBMS, from SAP, is used around the 
world by businesses and government. We have built rigorous functional oversight 
and project management best practices into our contract with IBM. Each deploy- 
ment phase includes a formal Integrated Baseline Review to ensure that the scope, 
schedule, cost and risks have been fully defined and appropriate management and 
mitigation strategies identified. The project has engaged an independent contractor 
to oversee the implementation and report its findings to management. We are re- 
porting our status and progress to the Interior Chief Information Officer monthly, 
using a formal project earned value management system. One of the most important 
reasons to invest in more bureau participation in the project planning and manage- 
ment is to ensure that the deployed system meets the Department’s and bureaus’ 
business needs and enables us to achieve our vision of having a single, integrated 
business system with standardized data and processes across the Department. 

ROAD RIGHTS-OF-WAY (R.S. 2477) 

Question. R.S. 2477 granted rights of way across federal land for the construction 
of public roads. It was repealed in 1976, but significant disagreements between 
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Utah counties, BLM, and wilderness advocates have continued. The 10th Circuit 
ruled on this issue in 2005 in BLM’s favor. On March 22, Secretary Norton issued 
guidance to land managers to implement the 10th Circuit’s decision. 

The Department recently announced new guidelines on R.S. 2477. Can you ex- 
plain why new guidelines are necessary? 

What affect will this have on road construction on federal lands? Will it change 
the way roads are currently managed or change access to federal lands? 

Answer. On March 26, 2006, Secretary Norton announced new guidelines to assist 
Interior land managers in implementing a recent court decision regarding roads 
across federally owned lands. The new guidelines implement the principles outlined 
in the 2005 Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance v. Bureau of Land Management 
(SUWA V. BLM) decision by the United States Court of Appeals for the 10th Circuit. 
This decision and the new guidelines protect federal lands by clarif 3 dng that these 
roads cannot be expanded or significantly improved without consultation with fed- 
eral land managers. 

SUWA V. BLM clarified many legal issues related to Revised Statute 2477 (R.S. 
2477), which granted rights of way for the construction of public roads across federal 
land. Because of this clarification by the 10th Circuit, Secretary Norton on March 
22 formally revoked the interim Departmental policy on R.S. 2477, issued in 1997. 
In addition, the new guidelines direct the termination of the Memorandum of Un- 
derstanding entered into between the Department and the State of Utah in April, 
2003. 

R.S. 2477 granted rights of way for public use across federal land prior to 1976, 
when Congress repealed the law. Congress specified that any valid R.S. 2477 rights 
of way existing at the time of the repeal would continue in effect. This has resulted 
in considerable doubt as to whether counties or the federal government own certain 
roads on federal lands. 

In SUWA V. BLM, the 10th Circuit clarified that only courts could finally deter- 
mine the ownership issue, but that federal agencies are permitted to develop a proc- 
ess to analyze claims for administrative purposes. The decision allows the roads to 
be maintained at status quo and does not authorize automatic expansion. The new 
guidelines clarify how Interior will carry out its obligations following SUWA v. BLM, 
and respect the obligation that Interior has to protect federal lands and environ- 
mentally sensitive areas, particularly parks, refuges and congressionally designated 
wilderness areas. For example, under the guidelines a dirt road will remain a dirt 
road and a two-track road will remain a two-track road unless there is a permitting 
process and environmental analysis. 

The new guidelines recognize the special status of national parks, wildlife refuges 
and congressionally designated wilderness areas and direct Interior land managers 
to issue, as necessary, revised instructions or guidance consistent with the SUWA 
V. BLM decision and their obligation to protect federal lands and resources. The new 
guidelines recognize a number of options for Interior land managers to address 
claimed rights of way: 

— where a claimant wishes to do no more than maintain the existing status quo 
of a road and the current use and maintenance are consistent with the land 
manager’s duty to protect the surrounding and underlying federal lands, the 
parties may utilize a road maintenance agreement; 

— where title to the road is already vested in an entity other than the federal gov- 
ernment, the parties may utilize a recordable disclaimer, which formalizes that 
the federal government itself does not dispute the entity’s road claim; 

— where a road has an unclear R.S. 2477 status but the land manager and a 
claimant agree on the need for the road, the BLM, pursuant to Title V of the 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act, may grant rights of way irrespective 
of R.S. 2477; 

— where a claimant wishes to perform construction or expand use beyond the sta- 
tus quo, the land manager may make an informal, nonbinding determination 
(NBD) of whether the R.S. 2477 claim is valid and whether the proposed im- 
provements are reasonable and necessary in light of the traditional uses that 
established the claimed right of way. A land manager would allow improvement 
only if the land manager determines that the improvement is consistent with 
the traditional uses and is consistent with Interior’s duty to protect surrounding 
and underl 3 dng lands; 

— where a claimant seeks a binding determination of a claimed right of way, the 
claimant may file a quiet title action. A court would then make a determination. 

Before a land manager implements any of the above options, members of the pub- 
lic will be given notice and an opportunity to comment. 
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PLAINS INDIAN MUSEUM 

Question. The Indian Arts and Crafts Board (lACB) funds three Indian museums, 
one in Browning, MT. The Museum of the Plains Indian in Browning contains many 
culturally and historically important items. It is an important resource for the com- 
munity and for the entire state of Montana. In last year’s Budget Request, the ad- 
ministration proposed to end funding for the museum in fiscal year 2007. You 
should know that the subcommittee was strongly opposed to that idea, and we in- 
cluded language in the fiscal year 2006 Interior Report advising Interior against it. 

Does the fiscal year 2007 Budget Request propose to close the Museum of the 
Plains Indian? 

Can you assure me that the Department of Interior will work with the local com- 
munity on a way to enhance this unique asset, rather than continuing to threaten 
to close it? 

Answer. The priority activities of the lACB are to promote Indian crafts and en- 
force the civil and criminal provisions of the Indian Arts and Crafts Act of 1990. 
The need to focus on enforcement is increasing due to evidence that counterfeiting 
of Indian Arts and Crafts is increasing and becoming more sophisticated, as well 
as exhibiting ties to more serious crimes. Violation of the Indian Arts and Crafts 
Act directly impacts the economy of tribes and individual Indians. 

The ability to expand law enforcement will depend in large part on the success 
of efforts to shift Federal funding from operations of the three lACB museums. The 
intention would not be to close the museums, but rather to find partners such as 
Tribes, local community groups or others who would operate the museums and man- 
age those artifacts. Other options under consideration include creation of founda- 
tions to support the museums and establishment of relationships with universities. 
Management and engagement in the operation of these museums at the community 
level would enrich the use of the assets. 

In response to the Interior report language, the Department is reconsidering its 
options on how to best address funding issues of the Indian Arts and Craft Board. 
Particular issues include Indian Arts and Crafts Act enforcement and how best to 
improve museum operations to better reflect the mission, activities, and goals of the 
Indian Arts and Crafts Board. 


ENERGY PRODUCTION 

Question. Last fall the subcommittee held a hearing to examine the impediments 
to developing oil and gas resources on federal land. One of the main complaints from 
industry has been a major backlog in processing APD’s (applications for permits to 
drill). BLM’s fiscal year 2007 Budget contains $25.4 million in increases for energy- 
related programs. 

Can you tell me whether the backlog situation has improved? 

Answer. BLM has made significant improvements in the rate at which APDs are 
being processed. Using past appropriation increases, process improvements from 
streamlining and the new revenue provided for pilot project offices under Section 
365 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005, the BLM is reducing the number of pending 
APDs even though the demand for APDs continues to increase. The table and graph 
below show the number of APDs received, processed, and pending since 2004 in both 
pilot and non-pilot offices: 



2004 

actual 

2005 

actual 

2006 

estimate 

2007 

estimate 

Pending APDs less than 60 days old at start of year 

888 

1,082 

1,450 

1,976 

Pending APDs greater than 60 days old at start of year 

2,780 

2,214 

2,461 

1,161 

Total Pending APDs at start of year 

3,668 

3,296 

3,911 

3,137 

New APDs Received 

6,979 

8,351 

9,386 

10,525 

APDs Approved 

6,452 

7,018 

(M 

(M 

Total APDs Processed 

7,351 

7,736 

10,160 

11,984 

Pending APDs less fhan 60 days old af end of year .... 

1,082 

1,450 

1,976 

1,678 

Pending APDs greafer fhan 60 days old af end of year 

2,214 

2,461 

1,161 


Total Pending APDs at end of year 

3,296 

3,911 

3,137 

1,678 


'The number of APDs processed in 2006 includes 410 APDs processed with funds reprogrammed late in fiscal year 2005. The additional 
funds requested in 2007 will enable BLM to process 1,100 more APDs in non-pilot offices than it could at the 2006 base funding level. 
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Question. How will this budget proposal continue to support our domestic energy 
production needs? 

Answer. BLM’s budget proposal would implement a number of important sections 
of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 including those related to energy permit processing 
and improvements in its inspection program and monitoring associated with oil and 
gas development. The budget also makes investments in renewable energy, supports 
the exploration and development of energy on Alaska’s North Slope, and funds the 
testing of gas hydrates, a potentially sigiiificant source of natural gas. The budget 
also funds a major environmental analysis needed to support oil shale commercial 
leasing decisions. 


INDIAN LAND CONSOLIDATION 

Question. Fractionation of individually-held tracts of Indian Trust land continues 
to contribute to the cost and complexity of managing Trust Lands. There are over 
3.2 million individual interests held in Trust by the federal government, many of 
which are incredibly small and difficult to manage. 

One of the single biggest increases in the Department of the Interior’s Budget is 
$25.4 million for Indian Land Consolidation, which is a 75 percent increase over last 
year’s level. 

How will these funds be allocated in fiscal year 2007? 

How is the decision made on where to direct the funds? 

Are we making progress on this problem or are we continuing to fall behind? 

Answer. The 2007 budget proposes funding of $59.4 million for Indian land con- 
solidation, an increase of $25.4 million, or 75 percent above the 2006 enacted level. 
The $59.4 million will fund an acquisition program of about 80,000 additional 
fractionated interests, an increase of approximately 34,000 above the estimated 
2006 level of acquisition. (The estimates of the number of interests to be acquired 
are based on historical average cost to date. As acquisition activities continue and 
additional targeted interests are acquired, the average cost per acquisition, cost per 
interest, and amount of interests acquired will likely change from the experience to 
date.) 

The Department has demonstrated success over the past several years acquiring 
the highly fractionated interests through the Indian Land Consolidation program. 
Through December 31, 2005, the Department has acquired 202,775 fractional inter- 
ests in individual Indian allotted lands. 

Based on the activities to date, the Department has determined that a more fo- 
cused tiered acquisition approach is needed to: 

— Provide a long term strategy for acquisition of highly fractionated interests; 

— Establish a tiered priority process to select which interests to acquire; 

— Achieve the most efficient use of limited resources; and 

— Develop additional tools and an enhanced financing option to address this pro- 
gram. 

As part of this proposal, the Department will implement a tiered acquisition strat- 
egy, targeting selected highly fractioned tracts. Based on data available from the 
TAAMS database as of March 2005, there are 2,173 highly fractioned tracts (defined 
as 200 or more interests per tract) owned by 98,905 individuals. A focus on these 
tracts will begin in 2006 and target approximately 1,557 highly fractionated tracts 
that include 520,685 individual interests located in ten geographic locations. 

WILDLAND fire/fuels REDUCTION 

Question. The Department’s overall Wildland Fire Budget is $769 million, which 
is a $14 million increase over last year but includes major cuts to core programs — 
particularly an $8.3 million reduction in Hazardous Fuels Reduction and elimi- 
nation of the $10 million Rural Fire Assistance program, which funds small rural 
fire departments. 

The Committee does not understand how cutting the hazardous fuels program 
squares up with the Administration’s stated goal to increase Forest Health and re- 
duce wildfire risk on our public lands. 

How does the BLM plan to increase the acres of forests treated while reducing 
the dollars used for Hazardous Fuels Reduction? 

Answer. We believe that the hazardous fuels reduction funding request will con- 
tinue to sustain significant progress toward performance goals. By using new au- 
thorities (such as stewardship contracting) to leverage additional resources while 
also more efficiently using existing funds, and by better use of partnerships and col- 
laboration, the bureaus have been able to exceed performance targets the past two 
years. Overall fuels treatment funding for the Federal fire community (including the 
Forest Service) is level with 2006. 
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Question. Why eliminate the Rural Fire Assistance program? 

Answer. The Department of Homeland Security and the Department of Agri- 
culture’s Forest Service both operate grants programs that provide similar services 
to rural fire departments across the country. The Department of Interior has in- 
vested heavily each year since the emergence of the National Fire Plan to help small 
community and rural fire departments with equipment, training, and public edu- 
cation. For the future, we are moving more toward assisting these departments with 
specific wildland fire training to further enhance their response capabilities. Begin- 
ning in fiscal year 2006, Preparedness funds have been set aside to implement the 
Ready Reserve program as a pilot project. In 2006, this program is closely aligned 
with the Rural Fire Assistance program, and is designed to expand wildland fire re- 
sponse capability by providing wildland fire training and technical assistance to 
local and rural fire department personnel. The 2007 DOI request for Preparedness 
continues the $1.9 million set aside for advancing the Ready Reserve concept. The 
2007 Interior budget does propose to terminate the Rural Fire Assistance program; 
however, the Department will continue ongoing efforts to work with the Department 
of Homeland Security to meet the needs of rural fire departments for basic training 
and equipment through the much larger DHS Assistance to Firefighters Grant pro- 
gram. The Department recently updated an existing agreement with DHS that will 
ensure a greater role for the wildland fire agencies in reviewing grants to rural fire 
departments through programs DHS administers. As part of this enhanced collabo- 
ration, the two Departments now link websites to better direct rural fire depart- 
ments seeking grants to available funding. 

Question. Aren’t state and local fire departments critical in helping fight fire on 
federal lands? 

Answer. The Department does rely on State and local fire departments, particu- 
larly in remote areas where DOI firefighting resources may be several hours away 
from the land they protect. As explained above, DOI recognizes the importance of 
these departments and continues to focus available resources on providing training 
and safety gear. In fiscal year 2005, the DOI and USDA Forest Service assistance 
programs provided technical assistance, training, supplies, and equipment to nearly 
11,000 small rural communities, and the Departments entered into cooperative 
agreements with many rural and volunteer fire departments for the protection of 
both communities and natural resources. The Department will continue to rely on 
collaboratively developed mutual aid agreements with State and local jurisdictions 
to support firefighting efforts. 

Question. The BLM is asking for the 10-year average for suppression, or $257 mil- 
lion, which is $26 million more than last year. This is a significant increase in tight 
budgetary times. How can we bring down these costs? 

Answer. We are employing a range of tactics to address high fire costs. In some 
cases, keeping fires small through successful initial attack may make the most 
sense. In these cases, quick suppression response avoids higher suppression costs 
on extended attack, significant resource damage, loss of economic benefits from tour- 
ism and resource-dependent industries, and loss of community infrastructure. 

Question. In many other locations and situations, however, different fire manage- 
ment situations may be appropriate. Continuing to emphasize both Wildland Fire 
Use (WFU) and Appropriate Management Response (AMR) strategies may provide 
the means to better control the rising costs of wildfire suppression. Wildland Fire 
Use is the management of naturally ignited fires to achieve resource benefits. These 
fires generally require fewer management resources so are less expensive than sup- 
pression fires. DOI increased its use of WFU fires from 170,000 acres in 2004 to 
more than 197,000 acres in 2005, and plans to continue to emphasize this strategy 
where possible in 2006. Appropriate Management Response may involve selecting 
suppression strategies that do not involve containing a wildfire to the smallest size 
possible because of safety reasons or because less-aggressive suppression can be 
more cost-effective. AMR balances the allocation of suppression resources with the 
level of risk a wildfire poses to the public or resources. 

The use of fewer suppression resources reduces costs of not only suppression oper- 
ations but also of the cost to repair resource damage caused by suppression oper- 
ations. In areas in which AMR is an appropriate tactic, larger areas may burn, re- 
ducing both wildland fuels and the potential for large, destructive, and expensive 
wildland fires in future years. 

Do you have any specific proposals to reduce suppression costs? 

Answer. Both Wildland Fire Use and Appropriate Management Response are crit- 
ical strategies under the Fire Program Analysis planning system, currently in devel- 
opment. Shifting fire management resources in a cost-effective manner is an under- 
pinning of this system. Under these strategies more resources will be allocated to 
high priority wildfires that threaten public safety, property, and resources. Fewer 
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resources will be allocated to wildfires that are less threatening, resulting in more 
efficient use of available resources. 

Interagency teams from both DOI and USDA Forest Service are currently ad- 
dressing specific recommendations to manage large fire costs. These efforts, under 
the guidance of the Wildland Fire Leadership Council, will be reported to the Coun- 
cil at the next meeting. A preliminary report is expected this summer and will be 
shared with the Committee. 

Over the long term, hazardous fuels reduction will play a key role in controlling 
wildfire suppression costs. In total, the DOI and Forest Service hazardous fuels re- 
duction programs are treating more acres, and more critical acres, in Wildland 
Urban Interface areas each year. 

AML FEE EXTENSION 

Question. The fiscal year 2007 Budget contains a proposal to extend the AML fee 
from October 1, 2006 through Oct. 1 2007. However, since the AML fee is set to 
expire on June 30, 2006, there is a 3 month gap in the collection. In June, the unap- 
propriated balance of the AML Trust Fund will be $1.85 billion. Currently, interest 
earned on the unused portion of the AML fund is transferred to the United Mine 
Workers Combined Benefit Fund. 

The authority to collect the AML fee expires in June 2006. If the authorization 
for the fee collection is not extended, what will be the effect on the Combined Ben- 
efit Fund? 

Answer. In accordance with the existing provisions of Surface Mining Control and 
Reclamation Act, OSM is obligated to set the fee at a rate sufficient to ensure that 
the UMWA Combined Benefit Fund continues to receive annual transfers to defray 
the costs of providing health care benefits to unassigned beneficiaries under that 
plan. Should the fee not be extended, OSM is prepared to promulgate a rule imple- 
menting that provision. This rule would only take effect if the collection authority 
is allowed to expire. 

Question. What will be the impact on abandoned mine reclamation? 

Answer. If the AML fee is not reauthorized, only about 23 percent of the esti- 
mated $3.0 billion needed to reclaim the coal related health and safety hazards re- 
maining could be eliminated with the remaining unappropriated funds available for 
high priority coal work. More than 2.1 million citizens would remain at risk to the 
health and safety coal related problems of abandoned coal mines. 

DELAYS IN TRIBAL RECOGNITION 

Question. The Committee is concerned about delays in the recognition process for 
Indian Tribes. For example, the Little Shell Tribe in Montana received a proposed 
favorable finding for recognition in 2000, and no progress has been made in the in- 
tervening years to finalize that finding. 

What is the cause of the delay in this case? 

Is this kind of delay typical around the country? 

What measures are you taking to expedite the process? 

Answer. The Federal Acknowledgment regulations govern the Department’s ad- 
ministrative process for determining which groups are “Indian Tribes” within the 
meaning of Federal law. To be Federally acknowledged the petitioner must meet 
seven mandatory criteria, which the Office of Federal Acknowledgement must 
verify. Anthropologists, genealogists, and historians in OFA review, verify, and 
evaluate petitions from groups seeking Federal acknowledgement. A final deter- 
mination that a group is an Indian tribe means, among other things, that is has 
continuously existed as a tribe, has inherent sovereignty, and is entitled to a gov- 
ernment-to-government relationship with the United States. OFA makes a rec- 
ommendation whether to acknowledge a group to the Assistant Secretary — Indian 
Affairs, who has been delegated the authority to make the decision. 

The Little Shell Tribe first applied for recognition in 1984, and received prelimi- 
nary approval in 2000. After receiving preliminary approval the regulations require 
a 180 day comment period. Little Shell asked for and received ten extensions on the 
comment period, as well as a suspension, in order to collect additional documenta- 
tion necessary for final approval. During that time OFA held a number of technical 
assistance meetings with Little Shell to assist them in preparing their final draft 
petition. Little Shell submitted a final draft of their petition in 2005. Meanwhile Lit- 
tle Shell is still working on collecting additional evidence, primarily membership 
lists. 

The Little Shell petition is in the “Ready, waiting for active consideration” cat- 
egory. Little Shell was informed that their petition would be put into this category 
due to the number of extensions and the suspension they requested and were grant- 
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ed. OFA expects to place the Little Shell petition in the active consideration cat- 
egory in 2007. 

The delay experienced by the Little Shell is not typical. Their petition has been 
delayed due to their record number of requests for extensions and suspension while 
they collected necessary evidence. Nationwide there are currently ten petitions 
under active consideration; ten petitions are under “ready and waiting for active 
consideration” status; two are in post decision appeal process; and one is in litiga- 
tion. There are 232 petitions that are not ready for evaluation: 70 are incomplete; 
146 are only letters of intent; ten are no longer in contact; and six require legisla- 
tion to permit processing under 25 CFR Part 83. 

OFA recently added a fourth professional research team with administrative sup- 
port and associated infrastructure. With the additional research team, OFA will 
produce four proposed findings and four final determinations or reconsidered final 
determinations per year to address the petitions that are current on the “Active 
Consideration” and “Ready, Waiting for Active Consideration” priority lists. 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 


Endangered Species 

Question. Please justify the request of $100,000 for the ongoing wolf monitoring 
effort in the Snake River Basin. If the State of Idaho has subcontracted with the 
Nez Perce Tribe to monitor wolves, why is it necessary to continue to direct 
$295,000 of Service base funds to the tribe? 

Answer. The $100,000 will be used by the Fish and Wildlife Service Snake River 
Basin Office for personnel and equipment, such as radio collars, capture equipment, 
and aircraft time. The Nez Perce Tribe, under cooperative agreement with the Fish 
and Wildlife Service, and in cooperation with the State of Idaho, conducts the day- 
to-day, on-the-ground monitoring, outreach, information and education and assisting 
with control actions of wolf populations in the North Central Idaho Experimental 
Nonessential Population Area. The State of Idaho is responsible for the day-to-day 
operations in the remainder of the State. The Service believes it is necessary to di- 
rect these resources to the Nez Perce for its participation in the wolf recovery pro- 
gram in Idaho. 

Question. The committee is concerned about the Service’s $493,000 reduction re- 
quest for recovery of Lahontan cutthroat trout — particularly since this species is not 
yet recovered. Please itemize the Service’s proposed expenditures in fiscal year 2007 
towards recovery of this species. 

Answer. Lahontan cutthroat trout were extirpated from Pyramid Lake, Walker 
Lake, and Lake Tahoe by the mid 1940’s. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service have 
been working with multiple state, federal, and local entities for the last 5 years to: 

— Further our understanding of available populations for use in reestablishment, 
primarily through genetic conservation research and brood stock development 
at Lahontan National Fish Hatchery; 

— Improve our understanding of habitat utilization by Lahontan cutthroat trout, 
primarily through radio telemetry research, population monitoring, and spawn- 
ing habitat assessments; and 

— Implement watershed connectivity projects to improve opportunities for 
Lahontan cutthroat trout to reestablish in the future. 

The FWS is in the early stages of projects in each of the three basins but making 
great strides through strategic use of the 2006 funding. The funds have allowed the 
FWS to build strong support for Lahontan cutthroat trout conservation and recov- 
ery. But the FWS still has important and critical work left to do to establish popu- 
lations through work with our partners. 

In 2007, utilizing Recovery funding, the Service plans to initiate the following ac- 
tions: 

(1) A second year of the radio telemetry study on the Truckee River, in partner- 
ship with the Nevada Department of Wildlife and the Pyramid Lake Paiute Tribe, 
to improve our understanding of the distribution and movement of Lahontan cut- 
throat trout in the Truckee River system. $60,000 

(2) Continued efforts to reintroduce Lahontan cutthroat trout to Fallen Leaf Lake 
to improve our understanding of how Lahontan cutthroat trout use historic lake 
habitats. Research to build a survivorship model for different size classes. $120,000 

(3) Streamside incubation of the Pilot Peak strain of Lahontan cutthroat trout on 
the McCarran restoration project, in partnership with The Nature Conservancy and 
the Pyramid Lake Paiute tribe, to imprint Lahontan cutthroat trout to the Truckee 
River so they return to migrate and spawn. $70,000 

(4) Performance evaluation of the Pilot Peak strain of Lahontan cutthroat trout 
in Pyramid Lake in partnership with the Pyramid Lake Paiute Tribe. $80,000 
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(5) Development of a Lahontan cutthroat trout rearing pond and streamside incu- 
bation project in coordination with the historic State hatchery restoration project at 
Lake Tahoe, in partnership with University of California, Davis and the local com- 
munity at Tahoe City. $163,000 

The President’s budget request includes an increase in 2007 for two Fisheries 
Operational Needs System (FONS) projects within Hatchery operations: a mass- 
marking program for the reintroduction of Lahontan cutthroat trout into historic 
habitats in Walker Lake, Truckee River and the Tahoe Basin ($180,000); and, 
Lahontan cutthroat trout recovery, in partnership with the Community of Fallen 
Leak Lake and the Forest Service, which will focus on the continued recovery needs 
of the species in Fallen Leaf Lake located in the Tahoe Basin ($32,000). These 
FONS projects concentrate on hatchery related activities addressing hatchery pro- 
duction and related hatchery costs identified by the program as a priority but for 
which funds have been unavailable. These projects and the activities described 
above are complimentary and contribute to recovery of Lahontan cutthroat. 

Habitat Conservation 

Question. Please explain and justify how the administration and implementation 
of the Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program varies by region. 

Answer. The Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program is executed by each Regional 
Director within the Fish and Wildlife Service. Each Regional Director designates a 
manager for the program. The Assistant Regional Director for Ecological Services 
manages the program in Regions 1, 2, 4, 5, 7 and the California Nevada Operations 
Office, and the Regional Refuge Chief manage the program in Regions 3 and 6. Re- 
gardless of where management responsibilities reside in the Regions, the program 
is bounded by the policies described in section 640 EWl of the Fish and Wildlife 
Service Manual. Each regional coordinator is responsible for providing guidance to 
the field regarding all current policies, procedures, or national directives issued by 
the Washington Office; collecting data on the accomplishments, costs, and benefits 
of the Region’s activities; developing, administering, and monitoring multi-State 
partnership agreements; conducting oversight reviews of field stations; and devel- 
oping regional budget allocation recommendations for all program activities and sta- 
tions. 

Question. What is the role of the Project Planning Program in the implementation 
of the Energy Policy Act of 2005? Given this country’s commitment towards energy 
independence, why is the Service proposing a $1 million cut to the program? 

Answer. The Service’s Project Planning Program provides our federal, state, and 
local partners with biological expertise to support many different types of develop- 
ment and conservation projects across the country. Project Planning is the “environ- 
mental streamlining” arm of the Service and plays a central role in advancing en- 
ergy, transportation, water, and restoration projects — all Administration priorities. 
The Program’s mission is to help expeditiously create “win-win” projects for eco- 
nomic development of fish and wildlife conservation. 

The Service’s role in the Energy Policy Act of 2005 addresses several major energy 
issues which include: the development, study and incentives for renewable energy 
sources, oil, and gas. The Service is currently involved with the planning and imple- 
mentation of four key provisions of theEnergy Policy Act: Sections 241, 365, 368, 
and 1834. Section 241 requires that an interagency rule be developed to provide an 
appeal process for all parties to challenge submitted alternative hydropower project 
conditions or prescriptions. Section 365 requires that an interagency memorandum 
of understanding (MOU) with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Environmental 
Protection Agency, and Bureau of Land Management be developed. The MOU, 
signed by the Secretaries of Department of Agriculture, Interior, Army, and Admin- 
istrator of the EPA, dedicates several Service staff to BLM field offices to expedite 
and streamline oil and gas permitting process on BLM lands. Section 368 directs 
the Secretaries of Energy, Agriculture, and the Interior to prepare a Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement to evaluate issues associated with the designation 
of energy corridors on federal lands in eleven Western states. Section 1834 directs 
the Secretaries of the Interior and Army to: (1) develop a study evaluating the po- 
tential for increased hydroelectric generation at existing federal facilities, and (2) re- 
port the study results to Congress by February 2007. Project Planning expects to 
continue collaboration and assistance with involved agencies and bureaus to expedi- 
ently accomplish these Energy Policy Act provisions. 

The $1 million reduction in Project Planning includes a $262,000 reduction associ- 
ated with Federal Energy Regulatory Commission actions in the Northwest Forest 
Plan area (Oregon, Washington, and California). Savings of $76,000 will be realized 
by streamlinging program administrative support activities. The remaining re- 
quested reduction eliminates the earmarks of $542,000 for the Middle Rio Grande 
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Bosque Initiative, and $99,000 for the Cedar City, Utah ES Office.The FWS will 
continue to work with partners to help obtain funding from other sources and con- 
tinue to work with partners on critical projects as funding allows. 

The Service is committed to continuing to meet our responsibilities on our energy 
workload and will focus on providing biological assistance on high priority projects 
and those with the greatest conservation benefit. 

Question. Please provide an update of the CBRA mapping pilot project. 

Answer. The Coastal Barrier Resources Reauthorization Act of 2000 directed the 
Service to complete a Digital Mapping Pilot Project that includes: (1) digitally pro- 
duced maps for between 50 and 75 Coastal Barrier Resources System areas; and (2) 
a report to Congress that describes the results of the pilot project and the feasibility, 
data needs, and costs of completing digital maps for all CBRS areas. The Service 
is mapping a total of 60 existing CBRS areas as part of the pilot project. We antici- 
pate the pilot project draft maps and report will be completed and delivered to Con- 
gress in 2006. 

National Wildlife Refuge System 

Question. The National Park Service employees the resources of a Service-wide In- 
ventory and Monitoring Program at 270 parks, in order to track the status and 
trends of species diversity, abundance and distribution. This is a high priority for 
the Park Service, who has requested a $1 million increase for fiscal year 2007. To 
what extent is there a similar program on National Wildlife Refuges? Given that 
a primary focus of the Fish and Wildlife Management Assistance Program is moni- 
toring and assessment, what role does or can this program have? Is there an ecologi- 
cal benefit to having a coordinated program, particularly on federal lands residing 
within common ecosystem boundaries? 

Answer. The Fish and Wildlife Service does not have an inventory and monitoring 
program within the National Wildlife Refuge System similar to that of the National 
Park Service. The NPS model involves clustered parks with assigned scientists 
working with each cluster to develop protocols and databases and collect data. 

FWS does have important inventorying and monitoring requirements, but some 
of its priorities are different than those of NPS. While there is a role in the NWRS 
for landscape-scale and Systemwide monitoring similar to that of NPS, refuges have 
a much greater need than NPS for station-specific monitoring. Most refuge lands in 
the contiguous U.S. are intensively manipulated, either to restore indigenous habi- 
tats or to provide for the needs of specific species or guilds of species. Parks do some 
land management (mostly around prescribed fire or control of invasive species), but 
such activities are much more extensive on refuges, and so refuges need more site 
specific monitoring than NPS to track the success of such actions. 

During the last 10 years, the NWRS has improved its inventorying and moni- 
toring activities on a landscape-scale and on site-specific efforts. This has included 
more rigorous policy guidelines, increasingly focused efforts aligned with adaptive 
management, increased technical assistance to field stations (including web-based 
tools), efforts to standardize databases and protocols, and attempts to capitalize on 
successful efforts like those of the NPS. The NWRS is also exploring the adaptation 
of many elements of the NPS program including the NPSpecies program, some as- 
pects of their ARC GIS platform applications, some of their web-based tools, and 
possibly some of their nomenclature standards. 

Monitoring is only one of a broad range of responsibilities assigned to the Fish 
and Wildlife Management Assistance Program. Others include technical assistance 
to other Federal agencies, tribes, and States; fish passage restoration; outreach and 
education; and elements of subsistence management in Alaska. Based on the NWRS 
ability to monitor and cooperate with other partners, the FWMA program is prob- 
ably not the best candidate for an exclusively collaborative monitoring effort with 
NWRS. Some cooperative efforts already exist across FWS programs, most notably 
related to migratory birds, where, for example, refuges contribute to mid-winter wa- 
terfowl surveys coordinated by the Migratory Bird Program in conjunction with 
State wildlife agencies. If appropriate to a data need and study design, other col- 
laborative efforts might be designed with the Management Assistance or Endan- 
gered Species Programs. 

There is value to coordinated monitoring efforts in some cases, particularly if it 
is designed to address focused objectives. 

Activity Based Costing 

Question. Please explain what activity based costing is, what it measures, and 
how the data were used to justify almost $2 million in administrative savings. Pro- 
vide for the record a complete list of all activities measured. 
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Answer. Activity Based Costing and Management (ABC/M) is a cost accounting 
and management tool that will provide the Service with improved visibility into the 
full costs of daily operations and outputs. It is expected that ABC/M data will be 
used extensively across the FWS and DOI for process improvement, budget formula- 
tion and justification, and performance measurement in upcoming fiscal years. Em- 
ployees define the work that must be completed to achieve the outputs and out- 
comes identified in the GPRA Performance Plan. The work is broken into activities 
that describe the consumption of resources or cost associated with doing that work. 
The Service’s ABC system has 176 codes for different work activities. This is not 
a new financial accounting system, but a costing approach that provides a different, 
more effective way to view and interpret managerial cost and performance informa- 
tion — rather than report costs just by object class or division, ABC/M assigns re- 
sources to work activities so they can be viewed from an operating business process 
perspective. 

The Service first identified a target of reducing $2 million in program administra- 
tion, and then used ABC data to help determine the distribution of the reduction. 
The categorized list of activities follows: 

Process 1: Protect and Manage Species 

Protect and Manage Candidate, T&E and CITES Species 
Manage Candidate Species and Prevent the Listing of Species 
A2: Plan and Implement Candidate Conservation Actions 
A3: Evaluate Species for Candidate Status 
List Endangered Species 
B2: Prepare and Process Listing Petitions 
B3: Prepare and Process Listing Rules for US/Domestic Species 
B4: Prepare and Process Critical Habitat Rules for US/Domestic Species 
B5: Provide Litigation Support for Listing of US/Domestic Species 
B6: Prepare and Process Foreign Listings 
Develop Recovery Plans or Special Rules for Endangered Species 
C2: Develop Recovery Plans for T&E Species 

C3: Prepare, Process and Implement Special 4d, Experimental Population and 
Other Rules for T&E Species 
C4: Conduct 5-Year Reviews 

C5: Prepare and Process Delisting/Downlisting Petitions 
C6: Prepare and Process Delisting/Downlisting Rules 
Conduct Recovery Actions 
D2: Implement Recovery Actions for T&E Species 
D3: Plan and Implement Post-Delisting Monitoring 
D4: Provide Litigation Support for Recovery Actions 
Provide ESA (Section 7) Consultations 

E2: Provide ESA Section 7 Consultations for Wildland Fire to Service and 
Other Federal Agencies 

E3: Provide ESA Section 7 Consultations for Water Use to Other Federal 
Agencies 

E4: Provide ESA Section 7 Consultations for Hydropower to Other Federal 
Agencies 

E5: Provide ESA Section 7 Consultations for Forage to Other Federal Agen- 
cies 

E6: Provide ESA Section 7 Consultations for Forest Resources to Other Fed- 
eral Agencies 

E7: Provide ESA Section 7 Consultations for Non-Energy Minerals to Other 
Federal Agencies 

E8: Provide ESA Section 7 Consultations for Energy to Other Federal Agen- 
cies 

E9: Provide ESA Section 7 Consultations for Recreation to Other Federal 
Agencies 

EA: Provide All Other ESA Section 7 Consultations to Other Federal Agencies 
EB: Provide ESA Section 7 Intra-Service Consultations to Service Programs 
except for Wildland Fire 

EC: Provide Litigation Support for Section 7 Consultations to Service and 
Other Federal Agencies 

Evaluate Need for. Process and Monitor Permits, Agreements and Assurances 
for T&E Species 

F2: Evaluate Need for. Process and Monitor HCP Permit Applications 
F3: Process and Monitor Safe Harbor Permit Applications 
F4: Process and Monitor Candidate Conservation Agreements with Assur- 
ances 
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F5: Process and Monitor Recovery Permits for T&E Species 
F6: Provide Litigation Support for Permitting Actions of T&E Species 
Conduct Law Enforcement for T&E and CITES Listed Species 
G2: Conduct and Assist with Law Enforcement Investigations for T&E and 
CITES Listed Species 

G3: Conduct Import/Export Inspections for T&E and CITES Listed Species 
Protect and Manage Non T&E Species 
H2: Process Non-T&E Litigation for Resource Protection 
Reintroduce or Enhance Non T&E Species 
J2: Produce and Reintroduce Aquatic Species for Non T&E Species Conserva- 
tion 

J3: Develop New Aquatic Technologies for Non T&E Species 
J4: Conduct Disease Monitoring and Treatment for Non T&E Species 
J6: Conduct Terrestrial Wildlife Population Management 
Plan Resources for Non T&E Species 
K2: Develop Species Management Plans for Non T&E Species 
K3: Develop Bird Conservation Plans for Non T&E Species 
Manage Harvest and Take for Non T&E Species 
L2: Develop Bird Regulations 
L3: Manage Migratory Bird Populations 
L4: Manage Harvest for Fisheries 
L5: Manage Marine Mammal Harvest and Take 

L6: Manage Alaska Subsistence Harvest Other Than Marine Mammals 
Monitor Status of Non T&E Species 
M2: Survey, Assess and Monitor Non T&E Aquatic Species 
M3: Conduct Migratory Bird Harvest Surveys 
M4: Conduct Migratory Bird Surveys and Monitoring 
M5: Assess Migratory Bird Populations 
M6: Conduct Migratory Bird Research 

M7: Survey, Assess, Monitor Non T&E Wildlife and Plants Other Than 
Aquatic and Migratory Bird Species 
Prevent, Manage and Control Invasive Species 
N2: Prevent, Manage and Control Non-Native, Invasive, Terrestrial Plants 
N3: Prevent, Manage and Control Non-Native, Invasive Terrestrial Animals 
N4: Prevent, Manage and Control Invasive Aquatic Plants 
N5: Prevent, Manage and Control Invasive Aquatic Animals 
Process Permits 

P2: Process Migratory Bird Permits 
P3: Process Permits for Rights of Way 
P4: Process Refuge Special Use Permits 

P5: Process International Trade Permits, Domestic Permits and Special Use 
Permits 

P6: Process Import and Export Licenses 
P7 : Process Designated Port Exception Permits 
Conduct Law Enforcement for Non T&E and Non CITES Listed Species 
Q2: Conduct and Assist with Law Enforcement for Non T&E and Non CITES 
Listed Species 

Q3: Conduct Import/Export Inspections of Non T&E and Non CITES Listed 
Species 

Q4: Conduct Refuge Patrol and Enforcement 
Q5: Provide Forensics Support for Law Enforcement 
Protect Foreign Species 

R2: Implement Provisions of the Western Hemisphere Convention 
R3: Participate in Activities for the Trilateral Committee 

R4: Implement CITES Treaty, Directives, and Related International Obligations 
and Develop Related Policies 

R5: Implement Provisions of Other Bilateral and Multinational Agreements, 
Treaties, Accords and Orders 

Process 2: Protect and Manage Habitats 
Develop Habitat Plans 
S2: Develop Land Protection Plans 
S3: Develop Comprehensive Conservation Plans 
S4: Develop Strategic Landscape Based Plans and Projects 
S5: Develop Habitat Management Plans 
Inventory, Assess, and Monitor Habitats 
T2: Inventory, Assess, and Monitor Wetlands 
T3: Inventory, Assess, and Monitor Uplands 
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T4: Inventory, Assess, and Monitor Riparian/Stream Habitats 
T5: Inventory, Assess, and Monitor Marine/Coastal Habitats 
Manage and Protect Lands and Habitats 
U2: Acquire and Manage Real Estate 
U3: Acquire Easements 
U4: Exchange or Dispose of Lands 
U5: Manage Wilderness Areas 
U6: Manage Water Quality and Quantity 
Manage and Protect Habitats 
V2: Manage and Protect Wetlands 
V3: Manage and Protect Uplands 
V4: Manage and Protect Riparian/Stream Habitats 
V5: Manage and Protect Marine and Coastal Habitats 
Restore and Enhance Habitats 
W2: Restore Wetlands 
W3: Restore Uplands 
W4: Restore Riparian/Stream Habitats 
W5: Restore Marine and Coastal Habitats 
Ensure Environmental Compliance 
Ensure Environmental Quality and Safety 
X2: Evaluate and Audit Environmental Safety and Compliance 
X3: Conduct Contaminant Assessments 
X4: Clean up Contaminated Service Lands 
X5: Ensure Air Quality 

Respond to Hazardous Waste Issues and Spills 
Y2: Prepare for and Implement Spill Response Plans 
Y3: Review Hazardous Waste Actions 
Y4: Conduct Natural Resource Damage Assessments 
Conduct Environmental Review for Customers 
Z2: Review and Develop Environmental Provisions for Federal Projects, Plans, 
and Permits 

Z3: Review and Develop Environmental Provisions for FERC Hydropower 
Projects — Municipal (MUN) 

Z4: Review and Develop Environmental Provisions for FERC Hydropower 
Projects — Non-Municipal (PUB) 

Z5: Review and Develop Environmental Provisions for FERC Hydropower 
Projects — Non-Specific (COM) 

Z6: Manage Oil and Gas Activities 
Manage Fire Operations 
2A: Prepare for Wildland Fires 
2B: Prepare Fire Management Plans 
2C: Reduce Hazardous Fuels — Prescribed Fire (Non-WUI) 

2D: Reduce Hazardous Fuels — Mechanical (Non-WUI) 

2E: Reduce Hazardous Fuels — Other Methods (Non-WUI) 

2F: Reduce Hazardous Fuels — Prescribed Fire (WUI) 

2G: Reduce Hazardous Fuels — Mechanical (WUI) 

2H: Reduce Hazardous Fuels — Other Methods (WUI) 

2J: Suppress Wildland Fires (Non-WUI) 

2K: Suppress Wildland Fires (WUI) 

2L: Stabilize Burned Areas 

2M: Rehabilitate Lands Damaged by Wildland Fire 
2N: Monitor and Evaluate Fuels Reduction and Post-Fire Rehabilitation 
Manage and Preserve Cultural Resources and Museum Items 
3A: Manage and Protect Cultural and Heritage Resources 
3B: Manage and Protect Museum Items 

Process 3: Serve People 

Provide Opportunities for Recreation and Community Partnerships 
4A: Provide and Manage Opportunities for Quality Wildlife Dependent Recre- 
ation 

4B: Provide and Manage Opportunities for Other Public Uses 
4C: Develop Visitor Services Plan 
4D: Process Litigation for Recreation 
Communicate with Stakeholders, and Inform and Educate Others 
5A: Conduct External Relations — Media, Congressional, and Other 
6B: Develop and Provide Information and Educational Materials and Activities 
6C: Manage Volunteers and Community Partnerships 
5D: Develop and Manage Partnerships 
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5E: Consult and Coordinate with Native American Tribes 
Provide Security and Crime Prevention for Off-Service Lands 
6A: Provide Emergency Response and Public Safety Operations 
6B: Conduct Security Activities 

Process 4: Administer Grants 

7A: Administer Endangered Species Act Grants 
7B: Administer Federal Assistance Grants 
7C: Administer Migratory Bird Grants 

7D: Administer Multinational Species Conservation Fund Grants 

7E: Administer Other Domestic and International Grants and Co-operative 

Agreements 

7F: Monitor Grant Programs and Projects 
7G: Monitor Grant Fiscal Processes 
7H: Protect License Fees 

Process 5: Construct and Manage Facilities and Equipment 

8A: Provide Leased Space Operations and Program Management 
8B: Construct Buildings 

8C: Construct Roads, Bridges, Tunnels 4 8D: Construct Dams and Water 

Storage Facilities 

8E: Construct Water Conveyance Facilities 

8F: Construct All Other Structures and Facilities 

8G: Maintain Buildings 

8H: Maintain Roads 

8J: Maintain Bridges 

8K: Maintain Dams and Water Storage Facilities 
8L: Maintain Water Conveyance Facilities 
8M: Maintain All Other Structures and Facilities 
8N: Maintain Equipment 

8P: Inventory DOI Facilities and Assess Facility Condition 
Process 6: Provide Management and Administrative Functions 
Provide Management and Policy Oversight 
9A: Provide Directorate Leadership and Oversight 
9B: Conduct Policies and Directives Management 
Manage Human Capital 
9C: Administer Pay and Benefits 
9D: Administer Employee and Labor Relations 
9E: Administer External Civil Rights 
9F: Administer Internal Civil Rights 

9G: Administer Recruitment, Staffing and Ensure Diversity 

9H: Conduct Workforce Planning 

9J: Evaluate and Counsel Personnel 

9K: Manage Professional Responsibility (Internal Affairs) 

Manage Information Resources 
9L: Plan IT Investments 
9M: Acquire IT Investments 
9N: Secure IT 

9P: Operate, Maintain and Manage IT Investments 
Manage Budget, Finance and Performance 
9Q: Develop and Allocate Budgets 
9R: Perform Financial Management Operations 
9S: Conduct Strategic Planning and Performance Management 
9T: Collect and Analyze Activity Based Costing Information 
9U: Conduct Competitive Sourcing Initiatives 
Provide Other Support 

9V: Administer Occupational Safety and Health 
9W: Manage Purchases, Contracts and Acquisitions 
9X: Provide Office Support 

9Y: Manage Records, Files, Mailrooms and Libraries/Info. Services 

9Z: Process Information Quality, FOIA, Privacy Act and Liability Requests/ 

Claims 

Manage and Attend Training 
92: Develop and Deliver Training 
93: Attend Training 
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NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 


Historic Preservation Fund 

Question. Please provide a table showing the funding history for Grants-in-Aid to 
States and Territories versus Grants-in-Aid to Tribes, along with the number of 
Tribal Historic Preservation Offices, for the last ten years. 

Answer. The table below shows appropriated funding for Grants-in-Aid to States 
and Territories, Grants-in-Aid to Tribes, and the number of Tribal Historic Preser- 
vation Offices eligible to receive an HPF tribal grant at the beginning of each fiscal 
year from fiscal year 1997 through fiscal year 2006. 

HISTORIC PRESERVATION FUND— GRANTS-IN-AID TO STATES AND TERRITORIES AND INDIAN TRIBE; 
FISCAE YEAR 1997-FISCAE YEAR 2006 
[In thousands of dollars] 


Fiscal years — 



1997 

1998 

1999 

2000 

2001 

2002 

2003 

2004 

2005 

2006 

Grants-in-Aid to 

State and Terri- 
tories 

29,394 

29,394 

31,394 

31,598 

46,495 

39,000 

33,779 

34,570 

35,500 

35,717 

Grants-in-Aid to In- 
dian Tribes 

1,896 

2,296 

2,596 

2,572 

5,560 

3,000 

2,981 

2,963 

3,205 

3.941 

Eligible Tribal His- 
toric Preservation 
Offices 

[17] 

[19] 

[22] 

[27] 

[29] 

[35] 

[45] 

[52] 

[58] 

[58] 


ONPS: Resource Stewardship 

Question. To what extent does research funded through the Natural Resources Re- 
search Support Program get published in peer-reviewed literature? What policies 
are in place to ensure that research on National Parks is made publicly available? 

Answer. A small portion, less than ten percent, of funding under the Natural Re- 
sources Research Support Program are dedicated to research performed internally 
by the NPS. The majority of Natural Resources Research funding provides research 
support for air quality, Research Learning Centers, Cooperative Ecosystem Studies 
Units, and the National Cave and Karst Research Institute. Internal NPS research 
is limited to specialized air quality and visibility research, a discipline not suffi- 
ciently covered by the USGS Biological Resource Discipline or other Federal agen- 
cies. In 2005, 13 professional papers were published in peer-reviewed literature, 
while 14 additional papers were submitted for publication and have yet to be pub- 
lished due to the extended period that routinely occurs between submission and 
publication. In addition, NPS researchers chaired six sessions during, and made 
more than 50 presentations to, professional conferences attended by their peers. 

Research on natural resources in units of the National Park System is either 
NPS-conducted or sponsored research designed to assist park managers in achieving 
desired resource conditions provided for in law or approved planning documents, or 
non-NPS research. The importance of peer review to both of these research cat- 
egories is supported by current NPS policy and program guidance. NPS policy speci- 
fies that NPS-conducted or sponsored research is to comply with both professional 
standards, and with general and park-specific research permit conditions. NPS per- 
sonnel are to make their findings available to the public, such as by publication in 
professional journals or presentation in interpretive programs (2001 NPS Manage- 
ment Policies, 4.2.1). NPS natural resource program guidance states that research 
must be scientifically valid and tested through peer review (1991 NPS-77 Natural 
Resource Management Guideline, 5.5). This guidance also supports publishing the 
results of research in primary scientific literature, noting that the peer review in- 
herent in the publication process is critically important in maintaining the quality 
of research conducted in the National Park System (1991 NPS-77 Natural Resource 
Management Guideline, 5.10.). 

Independent, non-NPS research conducted in parks is performed pursuant to an 
NPS scientific research and collecting permit. Such research must conform to NPS 
policies and guidelines regarding the publication of data and the specific require- 
ments identified in the terms and conditions of the permit. Independent researchers 
must be fully qualified and conform to current standards of scholarship — standards 
that routinely include peer-review requirements on research results. 
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Information derived from natural resource research can reach the public through 
interpretive and education programs, Research Learning Centers, various Internet- 
accessible information resources, and integration with park planning documents. In 
conjunction its renewed commitment to interpretation and education in 2003, the 
NFS established that interpretive programs would be based on sound scholarship 
content, methods, and audience analysis, and were to be informed by the latest re- 
search related to natural and cultural heritage (2003 Renewing Our Education Mis- 
sion). The searchable web-based Investigators Annual Reports contained in the NFS 
Research Fermit and Reporting System database span the full range of studies au- 
thorized to be conducted in parks (http://science.nature.nps.gov/research/ac/ 
Researchindex). 

Applicable NFS policy and standards incorporate by reference those described 
within the Office of Management and Budget’s final guidelines and the Department 
of the Interior’s guidelines on information quality (2002 Directors Order#llB: En- 
suring Quality of Information Disseminated by the National Fark Service). 

Question. Do the Exotic Flant Management Teams work outside park boundaries? 
If not, why not? How is the work coordinated at a watershed or ecosystem level? 

Answer. The National Fark Service does not have authority to expend funds ap- 
propriated for the Operation of the National Fark System on non-NFS lands. A Feb- 
ruary 2006 Government Accountability Office report found that the NFS was the 
only major Federal land management agency lacking authority to expend such funds 
outside its boundaries even when a direct benefit would exist to natural resources 
within a park. This lack of consistency among Federal agencies was cited by GAO 
as a barrier to effective control of invasive species on Federal and non-Federal 
lands. 

The Natural Resource Frotection Cooperative Agreement Act (HR 4294) intro- 
duced in the House, and a similar bill (S. 1288) introduced in the Senate, are de- 
signed to remedy this situation by authorizing the NFS to enter into cooperative 
agreements with states, local governments, tribal governments, organizations, 
groups and private landowners. Both of these bills will allow the NFS to participate 
using ONFS funding in collaborative activities on lands both inside and outside the 
National Fark System, as long as it “shall provide clear and direct benefits to park 
natural resources”. This is similar to existing authorities for other Federal land 
management agencies, such as the Bureau of Land Management and the U.S. For- 
est Service. Should this legislation be enacted, it would permit the NFS to partici- 
pate in cooperative weed management programs at both local and landscape scales, 
so long as there is a clear and direct link to park resources. 

Broad scale cooperation among Federal, State and private interests at the water- 
shed, ecosystem and landscape levels is an important component of invasive species 
management. Currently, the NFS is a recognized national leader in cooperative 
weed management programs due largely to the effectiveness and efficiency of its 
EFMTs. As an example, in the Yellowstone National Fark area, invasive plants are 
managed in concert across three national parks, six national forests, two wildlife 
refuges, three states, several counties and numerous private landowners. Likewise, 
“Team Tamarisk”, a partnership with several Federal agencies. State and local enti- 
ties, and the EFMT stationed at Lake Mead National Recreation Area, has produced 
effective tamarisk weed management across watershed and agency boundaries. Co- 
ordinated early detection and rapid response is a key element in combating the es- 
tablishment of new invasive plant species. The Alaska interagency cooperative weed 
group is an example of this strategy, with the NFS and other cooperating agencies 
continuously working to identify new exotic plant infestations and remove them be- 
fore they can become widespread. 

Coordination across Department of the Interior bureaus supports ecosystem and 
landscape level efforts to control invasive species. A key aspect of this inter-bureau 
coordination has been the role of senior level management in the effort. The ap- 
proach used by “Team Tamarisk” for integrated invasive plant management across 
administrative boundaries is the model for planning and coordinating multi-bureau 
efforts in priority geographic areas to maximize the efficiency and effectiveness of 
investments. Direct meetings between four NFS regional directors and their coun- 
terparts in other DOI bureaus have either been held or are scheduled in the near 
future to advance this coordination. 

NFS EFMTs have worked cooperatively on National Wildlife Refuge System lands 
under interagency agreements with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) on 
invasive plant control projects. These projects were funded with FWS appropria- 
tions. NFS EFMTs have also worked on local lands, such as in Clark County, NV, 
when funding was provided by the county government for invasive plant control and 
the control efforts benefited park lands. 
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ONPS: Facility Operations and Maintenance 

Question. Please explain how a proposed $10 million reduction in the Repair and 
Rehabilitation Program, coupled with a proposed $93 million reduction in the Line 
Item Construction and Maintenance Program, enables the Service to properly main- 
tain its facilities long-term. 

Answer. The NPS remains committed to addressing the deferred maintenance 
backlog and to properly maintaining its facilities for the long-term. Despite the re- 
duction in the line-item construction and the repair and rehabilitation funding re- 
quests, the overall fiscal year 2007 amount requested for line-item construction, re- 
pair and rehabilitation, fee, and Federal Lands Highway is $933 million, which is 
$118 million higher than the 2001 funding level for these programs and more than 
double the amount available in the mid-1990’s. 

In fiscal year 2007, the budgetary emphasis is changing to more long-term preser- 
vation and management, however, and the NPS is transforming the agency’s ap- 
proach to managing its facilities. During the past four years, the NPS has been im- 
plementing an innovative asset management program focused on developing a com- 
prehensive inventory and condition assessment of the agency’s asset base. Parks 
have completed, for the first time, a prioritization of their asset inventory. Condition 
assessments on eight industry-standard assets (such as buildings, water systems, 
roads and trails) will be completed at all parks by the end of 2006. This shift in 
emphasis for the agency is based on management reforms and performance meas- 
ures, and features a state-of-the-art software system. Once these detailed condition 
assessments are completed, the NPS will have a better understanding of the current 
deferred maintenance needs. These new tools will allow NPS to have a better under- 
standing of the true cost of ownership, including recurring operational costs of the 
facilities. 

The NPS continues to make significant progress in completing the numerous 
projects necessary to improve the condition of park infrastructure. Since 2002, near- 
ly 6,000 projects have been undertaken and approximately $4.7 billion have been 
invested using line-item construction, repair and rehabilitation, fee, and Federal 
Lands Highway dollars. The 2007 budget proposes to protect the Administration’s 
past investments by realigning funding witbin the NPS asset management program 
to focus on proactive measures that will preclude these resources from slipping to 
poor condition. 

The Cyclic Maintenance Program incorporates a number of regularly scheduled 
preventive maintenance procedures and preservation techniques into a comprehen- 
sive program that prolongs the life of a particular asset. The proposed increase in 
cyclic project funding would assist in preventing the continued deterioration of NPS 
assets. Increasing the project funding will afford parks the ability to maintain assets 
on a predictive cycle, rather than allowing them to fall into disrepair and ultimately 
adding to the backlog. Funds appropriated for the cyclic maintenance program 
would target those assets that are mission critical and still in maintainable condi- 
tion, but could fall into poor condition without the proper application of life cycle 
maintenance. With the proposed increase of $10.0 million, tbe cyclic maintenance 
program now totals $71.5 million. 

The 2007 budget includes $86.2 million for the Repair and Rehabilitation pro- 
gram. Over the past five years, $345 million has been allocated for this program. 
In 2007, NPS will continue to prioritize projects that address critical health and 
safety, resource protection, compliance, deferred maintenance, and minor capital im- 
provement issues. The budget request also includes a proposal to use additional 
recreation fee revenue for facility maintenance projects. For 2007, it is estimated 
that $100 million in recreation fees will be used for deferred maintenance projects. 

Within the total proposed for construction, line-item construction projects are 
funded at $121.9 million. The budget request reflects a shift from new construction 
projects to the up-keep of current facilities. Assuming the President’s budget request 
is funded, the NPS intends to sustain the progress made in the asset management 
program, as measured by the facility condition index. 

Construction 

Question. Please explain how recent trends in energy prices and subsequent build- 
ing costs have impacted the Service’s ability to implement construction projects. 

Answer. The NPS is making efforts to manage this situation witbin available 
funds at tbe national, regional, and park level. Witb budget constraints in the con- 
struction account, it is critical for parks and regions to meiximize available dollars 
before requesting additional funds. To improve construction estimates, the NPS has 
updated factors to reflect current market conditions. The scope of some projects has 
been reduced, and the NPS has imposed an internal requirement that projects be 
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designed for only 96 percent of available funds. This provides additional flexibility 
to accommodate the volatile construction market. 

Additionally, contractors who provide estimates for the Park Service’s major con- 
struction projects have received extensive training from the Denver Service Center 
about the unique governmental factors that need to be considered. These factors in- 
clude the Davis-Bacon wage rates, remoteness, historic preservation considerations, 
and the need to keep facilities open to visitors and thus limit construction work 
hours. The NFS is also conducting independent validation of construction estimates 
for projects before they go to bid. Based on these validations, the Park Service can 
adjust estimates to ensure viability or propose a reprogramming to shift funds be- 
tween projects. 


ENDANGERED SPECIES: WOLVES 


Background 

Question. I want to thank you again for your assistance in dealing with our recent 
wolf problem in eastern Montana. Wolves have made a tremendous recovery and I’m 
proud of the cooperation by the State of Montana and the Service to draft a manage- 
ment plan that we can all agree on. The next hurdle, of course, is delisting the 
wolves. 

Can you please give us an update on where we are in the process of delisting 
wolves in Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming? 

Answer. The States of Montana and Idaho have developed wolf management 
plans that are adequate to maintain their share and distribution of the tri-state wolf 
population above recovery levels. On October 26, 2005, the Fish and Wildlife Service 
published a finding that the petition from Wyoming presented substantial informa- 
tion that the potential Northern Rocky Mountain (NRM) gray wolf population may 
warrant delisting. The Service is currently working on the status review and finding 
based on this petition. On Feb. 8, 2006, the Service announced the intent to conduct 
rulemaking that would establish a distinct population segment of the gray wolf 
(Canis lupus) in the NRM. The NRM wolf Distinct Population Segment, as proposed 
in the Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, will encompass the eastern one- 
third of Washington and Oregon, a small part of north-central Utah, and all of Mon- 
tana, Idaho and Wyoming. The comment period closed on April 10, 2006. 

Question. Why is it that all three states have approved wolf management plans 
before management authority can be turned over to an individual state? 

Answer. We use the following five factors to determine whether or not a “species” 
has recovered to the point that it should be delisted: 

— the present or threatened destruction, modification or curtailment of its habitat 
or range; 

— overutilization for commercial, recreational, scientific, or educational purposes; 

— disease or predation; 

— the inadequacy of existing regulatory mechanisms; and 

— other natural or manmade factors affecting its continued existence. 

These five factors must be applied to the entity, either species, subspecies, or dis- 
tinct population segment, as it is listed. In the case of the potential Northern Rocky 
Mountains distinct population segment of wolves, before the Service can delist, the 
fourth factor — inadequacy of existing regulatory mechanisms — must be satisfied. 
Since the core population of the NRM wolves is found in these three states, all three 
states must have adequate regulatory mechanisms in place to maintain the recov- 
ered wolf population. 

FWS LAND acquisition: ROCKY MOUNTAIN FRONT 

Background 

Question. Last year we appropriated $985,000 to begin purchasing easements 
along the front range west of Great Falls, MT. For those of you who don’t know, 
this is the only remaining landscape in the Lower 48 with a complete, intact, and 
functional assemblage of large carnivores, including the grizzly bear, gray wolf, wol- 
verine, and lynx. Moreover, it is my continued hope that this program will become 
a fine example of cooperative conservation by ranchers, conservationists, and the 
Service. Judging from your budget proposal to more than double the funding in fis- 
cal year 2007 (to $1.98 million), the program is a success. 

Can you please provide us with an update of the Rocky Mountain Front program, 
including your plans for the funds in fiscal year 2007? 

Answer. 
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ROCKY MOUNTAIN FRONT CONSERVATION AREA 

[Dollars in thousands] 



Fiscal years — 


2006 

2007 

Total 

Funding 

$985 

$1,980 

$2,965 

Acres Acquired 

4,787 

6,500 

11,287 


The FWS is partnering with the Nature Conservancy and the Montana Depart- 
ment of Fish, Wildlife and Parks to implement the Rocky Mountain Front Easement 
Program. This program is part of a landscape conservation strategy to protect the 
unique, highly diverse and unfragmented ecosystem of the Front, which is located 
in north central Montana and encompasses the massive ecotone formed by the inter- 
section of the western edge of the Northern Great Plains and Rocky Mountains. 

Among conservation biologists, the Front is ranked in the top one percent of wild- 
life habitat remaining in the United States. In 2006, Congress appropriated 
$985,000 for the FWS to acquire 4,787 acres of conservation easements from willing 
landowners in the Front. The FWS is moving forward with the 2006 acquisitions 
(identifying willing sellers and conducting appraisals, etc.) 

The 2007 President’s Budget includes $1.9 million to acquire 6,500 acres of con- 
servation easements from willing landowners. By partnering with the Nature Con- 
servancy and the State of Montana, the FWS is able to leverage Federal funds in 
the efforts to maintain biological diversity and related wildlife habitat values in the 
Front. 


NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGES: HURRICANE DEBRIS 


Background 

Question. Last year, hurricanes Katrina and Rita leveled whole communities and 
deposited an incredible amount of hazardous waste, appliances, cars, boats, and 
countless other debris on our National Wildlife Refuges. 

What is your timeline for cleaning up the debris? 

Answer. In December, the Service received $30 million in emergency supple- 
mental funding. Funding was not adequate for debris removal, but provided for im- 
mediate stabilization on some affected refuges. The President’s $132.4 million sup- 
plemental request includes funding for the removal of known hazardous debris on 
multiple national wildlife refuges impacted by the 2005 hurricanes. 

To expedite the process, the Service has entered into an agreement with the Ten- 
nessee Valley Authority to: (1) complete an assessment of hazardous materials and 
debris on all impacted refuges; (2) to complete any necessary environmental compli- 
ance documents; and (3) to develop a scope of work for actual hazardous debris re- 
moval activities. The Tennessee Valley Authority is used in this agreement because 
they are a support agency to the Environmental Protection Agency for debris re- 
moval under Emergency Support Eunction#3 in Cameron Parish, Louisiana. The re- 
cently enacted supplemental should allow the Service to quickly issue contracts to 
begin work on debris removal. 

Question. What is the role of the Service’s Environmental Contaminants Program 
in assessing the damage and monitoring such factors as water quality? 

Answer. Impacts to our trust resources from hazardous materials are a significant 
concern being addressed with the help of the environmental contaminants program. 
Biologists from that program are working with refuge managers and biologists from 
across all of our programs on all hazardous materials concerns. Specifically, con- 
taminants staff will assist in the development and review of the assessment, compli- 
ance, and scope of work necessary to complete hazardous debris removal on national 
wildlife refuges impacted by the 2005 hurricanes. The Service intends to initiate an 
inventory and monitoring program on the ecological recovery of national wildlife ref- 
uges as a result of damages from devastating hurricanes of the past two years. 

Question. Your fiscal year 2006 emergency supplemental request includes $24 mil- 
lion for debris removal and hazardous materials clean-up. Will these funds cover 
complete removal and clean-up needs, and, if not, would you use fiscal year 2007 
base funds? 

Answer. The Service believes that the amounts requested are adequate to remove 
known hazardous debris, although they will not cover cleanup of known non-haz- 
ardous debris. Costs to complete cleanup of all known debris (both hazardous and 
non-hazardous) may be much higher. The Service has prioritized $20 million for the 
removal of known hazardous debris on four national wildlife refuges in Louisiana, 
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and $12 million for these cleanup activities on Sabine National Wildlife Refuge. This 
will be a massive cleanup effort and as additional assessments are conducted, it 
may become necessary to redirect some of this request to provide for additional re- 
moval activities. At this time, the Service has not made a decision whether to use 
fiscal year 2007 base funding to cover any additional cleanup needs. 

Question. Are there instances where you are considering leaving some of the de- 
bris in place so as to minimize further ecological damage? 

Answer. Yes, the Service will not remove all debris deposited on national wildlife 
refuges as a result of the hurricanes. The Service will focus its priority on the re- 
moval of all known hazardous materials on refuge lands, but it is not feasible or 
cost-effective to remove all of the debris. As with all management activities, the 
Service will rely on experts, good science, and its historical knowledge to ensure 
that debris removal focuses on hazards and that impacts are minimized to these 
sensitive coastal marsh ecosystems. 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE: CONSTRUCTION 


Background 

Question. You propose to cut $25 million (-56 percent) from the Fish and Wildlife 
Service construction budget. Furthermore, the meager $19 million request includes 
more funds for salaries and overhead than for on-the-ground projects. 

Given the relatively few projects in the request, how can you justify the budget 
for personnel and other overhead costs — particularly when you assess each project 
for additional overhead costs? 

Answer. An adequate engineering staff is critical for the FWS to properly main- 
tain and replace its facilities. Recent appropriations levels for the Construction pro- 
gram have totaled more that $40 million per year. In many cases these are multi- 
year projects that require involvement of the engineering staff over the course of 
several years. 

In addition, supplemental funding for hurricane recovery totaled $30.0 million in 
2006 and an additional $132.4 million is included in the current supplemental budg- 
et recently signed by the President. Many of these proposed hurricane recovery 
projects will be continued into or initiated in 2007. If FWS were to reduce the per- 
sonnel associated with its engineering staff, it would not be able to complete these 
recovery activities in a timely fashion. FWS also needs additional staff to manage 
the additional funds in the recently enacted highway reauthorization bill 
(SAFETEA-LU). Over the five-year life of the SAFETEA-LU program, $145 million 
will be dedicated to refuge roads. 

Question. Does the request includes a $7 million reduction in Refuge deferred 
maintenance? 

Answer. Within construction, there is a $6.7 million reduction in refuge projects; 
however, we are focusing funding on Klamath and hatchery repair and rehabilita- 
tion projects. The 2007 budget focuses funding for deferred maintenance through the 
refuge operations maintenance program and the additional funds received in 
SAFETEA-LU. The FWS will carefully target deferred maintenance funds to ad- 
dress the highest priority needs. Since 2001, the Refuge Maintenance program has 
increased by $9.4 million, or 12.6 percent. The recently enacted highway reauthor- 
ization bill feAFETEA-LU) includes $29 million in 2007, a 30 percent increase over 
2004. Over the five-year life of the SAFETEA-LU program, $145 million will be 
dedicated to refuge roads. 

Question. How is the Service tracking deferred maintenance and what has been 
the trend in the last 5 years? 

Answer. The refuge system prioritizes maintenance needs through data used to 
develop five-year budget plans, including the Asset Priority Index (API) and the Fa- 
cilities Condition Index (FCI). APIs help assess each asset’s contribution to the ref- 
uge mission, allowing the refuge manager to estimate the annual operation and 
maintenance cost of each individual asset. The FCI helps determine whether re- 
placement is more appropriate then repair, tracks the performance of the mainte- 
nance program, and provides the maintenance performance metric under the DOI 
strategic plan. 

The refuge system’s Condition Assessment Program, established in fiscal year 
2001 to systematically evaluate the condition of real property and itemize costs for 
maintenance needs, measures the state of refuge properties with replacement values 
of more than $50,000 every five years. At the end of fiscal year 2005, half of all 
assets with current replacement value over $50,000, (11,097 out of 22,226) have 
been assessed through the field inspection stage. The refuge system expects to com- 
plete the first cycle of comprehensive condition assessments by the end of 2006. 
After that point the refuge system will cyclically complete condition assessments as 
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20 percent of field stations each year, assuring that every field station undergoes 
condition assessments every five years. 

Since 2001, the Service has invested $618 million in its refuge maintenance pro- 
gram. During the five-year period including fiscal years 2002 through 2006 the ref- 
uge maintenance budget increased approximately 12.6 percent. The Refuge System 
utilized maintenance funding to complete 2,382 projects through 2005. These 
projects have included the rehabilitation of critical facilities including administra- 
tive offices, and other facilities supporting refuge maintenance, visitor services, and 
habitat conservation. 

Question. What is the Service doing to ensure that deferred maintenance doesn’t 
get out of control? 

Answer. Because the refuge system will complete the first five-year cycle of condi- 
tion assessments this year, we are in a much better position to understand how to 
best prioritize limited resources. The refuge system prioritizes maintenance needs 
through data used to develop five-year budget plans, including the Asset Priority 
index (API) and the FCI. FCIs help determine whether replacement is more appro- 
priate than repair, track the performance of the maintenance program in improving 
asset condition, and provide the means to compare performance across the Depart- 
ment and within the FWS. APIs reflect the priority of each asset’s contribution to 
the refuge mission. The refuge system can now estimate the annual operational and 
maintenance cost of each individual asset. 

We expect that the use of these tools will help the FWS refine its five-year con- 
struction and deferred maintenance plans to ensure that funding is going to the 
most critical deferred maintenance needs. This way we can ensure safe work envi- 
ronments for our staff, safe visits for the general public, and the creation of new 
facilities that protect the resources under our stewardship while providing necessary 
visitor services. 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE: MAINTENANCE & CONSTRUCTION 


Background 

Question. Madam Secretary, the total request for maintenance and construction 
is $622 million, including a $93 million (43 percent) reduction in the line item con- 
struction and maintenance budget. The budget justification states that the $122 mil- 
lion request will focus on deferred maintenance. 

Given our mutual commitment to reducing the maintenance backlog over the last 
several years, what safeguards have you put in place to ensure that reductions like 
these won’t lead to further backlog problems down the road? 

Answer. Despite the reduction in the line-item construction and the repair and 
rehabilitation funding requests, the overall fiscal year 2007 amount requested for 
deferred maintenance activities is $933 million, which is $118 million higher than 
the 2001 funding level for these programs and more than double the amount avail- 
able in the mid-1990’s. The 2007 budget proposes to protect the Administration’s 
past investments by realigning funding within the NPS asset management program 
to focus on proactive measures that will preclude these resources from slipping into 
poor condition. 

The Cyclic Maintenance Program incorporates a number of regularly scheduled 
preventive maintenance procedures and preservation techniques into a comprehen- 
sive program that prolongs the life of a particular asset. The proposed increase in 
cyclic funding would assist in preventing the continued deterioration of NPS assets. 
Increasing funding will afford parks the ability to maintain assets on a predictive 
cycle, rather than allowing them to fall into disrepair and ultimately adding to the 
backlog. Funds appropriated for the cyclic maintenance program would target those 
assets that are mission critical and still in maintainable condition, but could fall 
into poor condition without the proper application of life cycle maintenance. With 
the proposed increase of $10.0 million, the cyclic maintenance program totals $71.5 
million. 

The 2007 budget includes $86.2 million for the Repair and Rehabilitation pro- 
gram. Over the past five years, $345 million has been allocated for this program. 
In 2007, NPS will continue to prioritize projects that address critical health and 
safety, resource protection, compliance, deferred maintenance, and minor capital im- 
provement issues. The budget request also includes a proposal to use additional 
recreation fee revenue for facility maintenance projects. For 2007, it is estimated 
that $100 million in recreation fees will be used for deferred maintenance projects. 

Within the total proposed for construction, line-item construction projects are 
funded at $121.9 million. The budget request reflects a shift from new construction 
projects to the up-keep of current facilities. Assuming the President’s budget request 
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is funded, NPS intends to sustain the progress made in the asset management pro- 
gram, as measured by the facility condition index. 

The NPS also continues to make significant progress in completing the numerous 
projects necessary to improve the condition of park infrastructure. Since 2002, near- 
ly 6,000 projects have been undertaken and approximately $4.7 billion have been 
invested using line-item construction, repair and rehabilitation, fee, and Federal 
Lands Highway dollars. 

In addition to investing significant levels of funding, the NPS is transforming the 
agency’s approach to managing its facilities. During the past four years, the NPS 
has been implementing an innovative asset management program focused on devel- 
oping a comprehensive inventory and condition assessment of the agency’s asset 
base. Parks have completed, for the first time, a prioritization of their asset inven- 
tory. Condition assessments on eight industry-standard assets (such as buildings, 
water systems, roads and trails) will be completed at all parks by the end of 2006. 
This shift in emphasis for the agency is based on management reforms and perform- 
ance measures, and features a state-of-the-art software system. Once condition as- 
sessments are completed, the NPS will have a better understanding of the current 
deferred maintenance needs. These new tools will allow NPS to have a better under- 
standing of the true cost of ownership, including recurring operational costs of the 
facilities. 


NPS HISTORIC PRESERVATION 


Background 

Question. Your fiscal year 2007 request proposes to create a new umbrella pro- 
gram — ^America’s Heritage & Preservation Partnership Program — as the new home 
for Save America’s Treasures, Preserve America, and Heritage Partnership Pro- 
grams. In the process, you propose to increase Preserve America (-H$5 million) at 
the expense of Save America’s Treasures ( — $10 million) and Heritage Partnership 
Programs ( — $6 million). 

How will the proposed budget reorganization help local communities gain access 
to these programs, as described in your budget justification, particularly if there is 
no change in the delivery of these programs? 

Answer. The Department continually strives to improve the effectiveness and effi- 
ciency of its programs and services. The Department identifies areas of synergy 
among programs and look for ways to leverage those commonalities in the pursuit 
of its mission of preserving nationally significant historical and cultural resources. 
The American Heritage & Preservation Partnership Program (AHPP) was estab- 
lished with that exact effort in mind. It combines tbe synergistic elements of Save 
America’s Treasures, Preserve America and Heritage Partnership Programs and 
leverages them in an effort to achieve the goals of preserving and increasing aware- 
ness of our National cultural resources. This new structure will allow local commu- 
nities to determine which strategies best suit their heritage needs; apply to the most 
appropriate programs for repairing historic buildings, conserving museum resources, 
and promoting heritage development; effect better coordination; and generate great- 
er efficiencies in enhancing and expanding opportunities for cultural resource pres- 
ervation throughout the Nation. 

Question. Considering that Grants-in-Aid to States, Save America’s Treasures, 
and Preserve America all rely on identical performance measures, how are these 
programs not duplicative? 

Answer. Grants-in-Aid to States, Save America’s Treasures and Preserve America 
are three distinct programs used by the National Park Service to promote distinct 
local preservation goals. Grants to States and Territories are used primarily to sup- 
port State Historic Preservation Offices. State offices use this funding to survey and 
inventory historic properties, manage the National Register process at the local 
level, and develop and implement preservation programs and compliance review. 

Funding requested for the America’s Heritage and Preservation Partnership Pro- 
gram, including Save America’s Treasures and Preserve America, allows local com- 
munities to determine which strategies best suit their heritage needs and apply di- 
rectly for Federal aid. Save America’s Treasures funding is used to support restora- 
tion projects to preserve irreplaceable historic sites or collections of national signifi- 
cance for future generations. The Preserve America program does not fund “bricks 
and mortar” restoration projects, which are covered under Save America’s Treasures 
grants. Instead, it complements the Save America’s Treasures grants program by of- 
fering one-time “seed money” in the form of competitive 50:60 matching grants to 
help local communities develop sustainable resource management strategies and 
sound business practices for the continued preservation of heritage assets. Such ac- 
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tivities include planning and feasibility studies, heritage education curricula, and 
heritage tourism business cases. 


Questions Submitted by Senator Wayne Allard 

Question. How much of the Interior Department’s budget goes toward the costs 
of litigation to defend the regulations and laws under your purview? 

Answer. Within Interior, the BLM has made the greatest advancement in cap- 
turing the costs of its activities. Using its costing data, BLM was able to provide 
an estimate of litigation costs. In fiscal year 2004, BLM spent approximately $14.3 
million on litigation activities including the costs of gathering information, pre- 
paring documents and records, preparing and giving testimony, and working with 
solicitors and attorneys on specific legal cases. The only other estimates on costs of 
litigation for other Interior agencies are those reported by the Office of the Solicitor. 

The fiscal year 2006 enacted operating budge for the Office of Solicitor (Office) is 
$54.6 million and includes the costs of litigation. The Office provides the principal 
support to the Secretary for defense of laws and regulations under the purview of 
the Secretary of the Interior. The primary role of the Office is to provide high qual- 
ity legal advice regarding the goals, objectives, and responsibilities that are given 
to the Secretary by the President and Congress. The Office coordinates with the De- 
partment of Justice regarding litigation involving the Department of the Interior. 
The Office performs the critical task of communicating the Department’s legal posi- 
tion to the President, Congress, other executive branch agencies, and the public. 

The majority of the Office’s resources are devoted to the defense of a wide range 
of litigation against the United States, both administrative and judicial, and to 
other legal services, ensuring that the Department’s bureaus carry out their respon- 
sibilities in accordance with the law. In most judicial litigation, attorneys actively 
assist or are co-counsel with attorneys from the Department of Justice. In some ju- 
dicial litigation and all administrative litigation, attorneys represent the Depart- 
ment without assistance from DOJ. 

The Office provides everyday legal service assistance in drafting and reviewing 
legislation, proposed and final regulations, contracts, memoranda of agreement, de- 
cisions, agreements, leases, rights-of-way, title documents, and other legal instru- 
ments, as well as providing both written and oral legal advice on legal questions. 
In addition, the Office provides critical legal support for the Department’s key initia- 
tives, assists the bureaus in responding to congressional direction in appropriations 
and substantive legislation, and advises the bureaus on legal options for stream- 
lining processes and improving program management and implementing plans to 
carry out departmental goals. The Office assists the bureaus in responding to In- 
spector General, congressional, judicial, and public (FOIA) requests, as well as sub- 
poenas for documents. 

Question. How do you plan to work with Congress to provide more control over 
the implementation of laws and regulations, for example the ESA, to states? 

Answer. The Department continues to work with Congress to ensure that laws 
and regulations pertinent to the mission and programs of the Department of the In- 
terior are carried out as effectively as possible. The Department also continues to 
strive to find collaborative efforts and partnerships that enhance opportunities to 
foster a culture of responsibility in implementing legislation. 

Interior agencies also continually strive to improve regulations and policies to en- 
sure that they are explicit, well defined, and consistent with current laws. For ex- 
ample, the recent Program Assessment Rating Tool review of the Endangered Spe- 
cies program found that FWS can make improvements in endangered species-re- 
lated regulations and polices. This may include revising the definition of adverse 
modification, issuing critical habitat guidance, and explicity characterizing the bene- 
fits of critical habitat designations. FWS is currently working on these improve- 
ments as well as developing a process for regularly scheduled independent evalua- 
tions of the program. 

The Department is also focusing resources on cooperative conservation programs, 
such as the Private Stewardship Grant, Landowner Incentive, and Partners for Fish 
and Wildlife programs, that foster a non-regulatory approach to solving conservation 
problems at the local and state level. 
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Questions Submitted by Senator Pete V. Domenici 

NATIONAL STREAMFLOW INFORMATION PROGRAM 

Question. In December I sent a letter with eight of my colleagues to the Secretary 
of Interior and to the Office of Management and Budget strongly supporting the 
State Cooperative Program and the National Streamflow Information Program 
(NSIP), programs that fund stream gauging and water analysis across the nation. 
My analysis shows that these two programs are the most efficient and most effective 
ways to provide our nation with essential information on floods, water supplies, our 
international water obligations and impacts on regional hydrologic changes. 

The administration has provided a minimal increase in the NSIP program, well 
below the national requirements, but in the same proposal dramatically decreased 
the State Cooperative Program. This approach to stewardship of our water resources 
must be reversed. 

Can you explain how these cuts to the State Cooperative Program are going to 
be offset by NSIP, and which New Mexico programs or projects will be cut? 

Answer. The two proposed program changes are not related. The Cooperative 
Water Program reduction is targeted at interpretive studies that are ending and 
should not affect streamgages or other basic data collection. The proposed increase 
for the NSIP will help to stabilize and augment the national streamgaging network, 
and thus will not offset the reductions proposed for the Cooperative Water Program. 
The uses does not plan to stop any ongoing projects in New Mexico or in any other 
State. The reduction will target only those projects that were already planned to 
conclude by the end of 2006. 

Question. Will you commit to providing my office a strategy for meeting all our 
high-priority water monitoring needs as articulated in the USGS description of the 
goals for the NSIP and State Cooperative Programs, along with a description of the 
expanded budget needs to meet these goals by July of 2006? 

Answer. The USGS has performance measures and 5-year plans for high-priority 
monitoring activities, which comprise the bureau’s strategy for monitoring activities. 
By July 2006, the Department can deliver the 5-year plans, the written analysis and 
summary of results from review of Water information and dissemination activities 
using the Program Assessment Rating Tool, and a budget summary of the moni- 
toring activities. 


Questions Submitted by Senator Byron L. Dorgan 

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS — REPLACEMENT SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION 

Question. The budget request proposes to reduce funding for replacement school 
construction by $37 million. That’s a cut of 43 percent from the current enacted 
level, and 74 percent from the 2004 level. According to the budget justification, the 
reason for the cut is so that BIA can “focus on building schools that have already 
been funded.” 

How many replacement school projects is BIA currently managing? 

How many staff are assigned to the replacement school program? 

How many more years will it take BIA to catch up with the backlog? 

Answer. During this Administration, we have obtained a total of over $1.3 billion 
for BIA school construction projects. With the 2007 budget, we will have provided 
over $1.5 billion in six years. 

By the time we have completed the work proposed in our 2007 budget, 65 percent 
of BIA schools will be in good or fair condition. This will reverse the status of 
schools from four years ago when 65 percent of BIA schools were in poor condition. 
Of the 37 replacement schools funded between 2001 and 2006, 10 have been com- 
pleted and another 19 are scheduled to be completed in 2006 and 2007. BIA is cur- 
rently managing 27 replacement school projects. 

The BIA has 112 employees working on the construction program. Although the 
replacement school program is the largest program within construction, these em- 
ployees also work on other programs such as major and minor facility improvement 
and repair. In addition to BlA employees, the Army Corps of Engineers and the 
General Services Administration also provide technical expertise and assistance on 
replacement school projects. The construction program also works closely with the 
Tribes through Public Law 638 and Public Law 297 contracts to plan, design, and 
build the replacement schools. Successful coordination with the Tribes is integral to 
reducing the backlog. 
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In 2007, we are proposing a program of $157 million for Indian school construc- 
tion. As recently as 1999, spending on BIA school backlog needs was only $60 mil- 
lion a year. 

Funding at higher levels than requested for 2007 would get us ahead of our abil- 
ity to prudently manage the construction program. The requested 2007 funding will 
support replacement of the Muckleshoot Tribal School in Washington and the 
Dennehotso Boarding School in Arizona. 

BIA released the new replacement school list in February 2004. The list contains 
14 schools which have the greatest health and safety concerns in the BIA school sys- 
tem. The 2007 budget will provide funding to complete the fourth and fifth schools 
on the list. There are an estimated 27 schools in need of replacement subsequent 
to the completion of the current priority list; however cost estimates are not avail- 
able for these schools. The time it takes to fund these schools is dependent upon 
construction cost estimates and outyear funding levels, both of which are changing 
or unknown at this time. 

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS — JOHNSON-O’MALLEY EDUCATION GRANTS 

Question. The budget proposes to eliminate the $16.3 million currently in the BIA 
Education account for the Johnson-O’Malley Assistance Grants. According to the 
budget justification, “the elimination of the JOM program will allow the Bureau to 
focus on its primary mission requirement of providing basic education to Indian chil- 
dren in Bureau-funded elementary and secondary schools.” That statement infers 
that the Bureau is moving money from a program that supports Indian children 
who attend non-Bureau schools to those who go to Bureau schools. Yet, as I look 
at the budget, there isn’t one non-administrative programmatic increase in the Edu- 
cation account for a Bureau funded school. In fact, the only real programmatic in- 
crease is the $630,000 being put in the Juvenile Detention Education program. 

Please identify the program or programs that provide “basic education to Indian 
children in Bureau-funded elementary and secondary schools” to which the $16.3 
million in Johnson-O-Malley funding was transferred. And if the money was trans- 
ferred outside of BIA, please identify the agency and program where these funds 
were moved. 

Answer. The Johnson-O’Malley program provides funding to meet the needs of In- 
dian children in public school systems. Tribes fund Johnson O’Malley grants out of 
Tribal Priority Allocations. Johnson-O’Malley grants are proposed for elimination in 
2007 because they are duplicative of funding available in the Dept, of Education and 
because there is a lack of accountability from the Tribes on the utilization of the 
funding and the benefit to Indian students. 

The Department of Education has two programs that provide funding for purposes 
similar to JOM grants. Together, these programs are funded at $667 million in 
2007. The Indian Education Grant program funds competitive grants to improve 
education opportunities for Indian students. The activities funded under this pro- 
gram are similar to those funded by the JOM program, and tribes as well as schools 
are eligible to apply for the grants. The type of programs/services JOM and Indian 
Education Grants support include tutoring, counseling, cultural activities, summer 
education programs, and career days. The 2007 request for this program is $119 
million. Impact Aid is directed to local school districts that have Eederal and Indian 
land because property taxes cannot be collected on this land. The school districts 
decide how to use the funds. We estimate that 2007 impact aid payments to districts 
with Indian students will be $548 million. 

Johnson O’Malley funds have not been transferred to other BIA school operations 
programs. However, the 2007 request does include a $4.8 million increase in the In- 
dian School Equalization Program (ISEP) to fund the Department of Defense com- 
parability pay increase for teachers at BIA-funded schools and $2.5 million to imple- 
ment management aspects of the BIA Indian school system Program Improvement 
and Accountability Plan. The increase in ISEP funding will provide about $100 more 
per student in activities directly related to education programs at BIA-schools. Man- 
agement improvements will help improve the effectiveness of the education services 
provided in the Bureau funded school system which are struggling to achieve Ade- 
quate Yearly Progress goals. The BIA budget dedicates other increases to contract 
support, law enforcement, and trust services and also includes additional funds for 
tribes to develop energy resources, all of which are priorities to Tribes on a nation- 
wide basis. 

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS — TRIBAL COLLEGE & UNIVERSITY OPERATING GRANTS 

Question. Eor fiscal year 2007, the administration is asking for $54 million for the 
support of the 24 Tribal Colleges nationwide. That’s the same amount as was pro- 
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vided for 2006. Despite the fact that enrollment is growing at these institutions and 
that students are taking more classes, which raises the Indian Student Count, the 
administration didn’t ask for an increase in the amount provided for operating 
grants. Under this budget request, the 2 colleges run by BIA would receive $413,000 
to cover their fixed costs. But the 24 colleges run by the Tribes are left to fend for 
themselves. The budget says that “the basic operations and technical assistance line 
items are fully funded.” If the colleges have to absorb increases in utilities or em- 
ployee pay costs, how can the administration say that those institutions are being 
“fully funded?” 

Why were the tribal colleges not given any fixed cost increases? 

Answer. Tribal Colleges and Universities are vital contributors to improved qual- 
ity of life in native communities. These schools, which address the needs of the most 
economically depressed regions of Indian Country, significantly strengthen commu- 
nity economic potential. Tribal education is one of the key fact ors to providing a 
brighter future for these communities. 

The Bureau of Indian Affairs strongly supports these institutions, and in the 2007 
President’s Budget requested $54 million for tribally controlled colleges and univer- 
sities operating grants, the highest amount ever requested. This is 22 percent high- 
er than the $42.3 million requested in the 2006 President’s Budget. These funds will 
provide the faculty, facilities, and instructional programs for these schools to provide 
tribal members with skills and knowledge necessary for economic development. 

Based on student count estimates, TCUs will receive about $5,100 per student in 
the 2006-07 and 07-08 school years, and increase of $500, or 11 percent, per stu- 
dent over the 05-06 school year. Actual funding will depend on actual student 
counts. 


BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS — UNITED TRIBES TECHNICAL COLLEGE 

Question. For the 5th year in a row, the administration has proposed eliminating 
the BIA funding for United Tribes Technical College in Bismarck, ND. The budget 
justification says that “UTTC receives funding from a variety of other Federal, state, 
program partnerships, and other private sources. Therefore, the Bureau is not re- 
questing additional funds.” 

Is the criteria of not funding projects which receive funds from other sources being 
applied solely to UTTC, or are all other projects and programs within the Depart- 
ment’s budget being treated similarly? 

Do any of the Line-Item Construction projects included in the National Park Serv- 
ice budget receive outside funding? 

Answer. Funding decisions for UTTC in the 2007 budget reflect distinctions 
drawn in underlying authorizing legislation. The Bureau of Indian Affairs is author- 
ized to administer operating grants to Tribal colleges and universities that meet the 
criteria established in the Tribal Colleges and Universities Act of 1978, as amended. 
UTTC is not eligible for funding under the Act and therefore is not included in the 
BIA budget. UTTC, along with Crownpoint Institute of Technology, are the exclusive 
recipients of $7,365 million in tribal college operating grants authorized in the Carl 
Perkins Act administered by Dept, of Education. Colleges and universities funded 
by BIA under the 1978 Act are not eligible for these grants. 

In formulating the Department’s budget, priority is given to the programs which 
carry out the mission of the Department. The Department does consider the avail- 
ability of other funds in decision making. For example, the NPS state assistance 
program is reduced partially because states can use funds available to them from 
other sources for the same purposes as the grants. 

With respect to whether Line-Item Construction projects included in the NPS 
budget, in some cases NPS cost-shares with private or state partners. This reduces 
the cost to the Federal Government. 

OPERATIONS FUNDING FOE FEDERAL LANDS AND PROPERTIES 

Question. I am concerned that once again the President’s Budget has not ad- 
dressed the steady erosion of Interior bureaus to maintain and operate its parks, 
refuges, and other lands. For over 100 years, past Presidents and Congresses have 
designated lands for the perpetual enjoyment of the American public with the expec- 
tation that future generations would do their part to maintain this heritage. 

Since fiscal year 2001, DOI has “absorbed” more than $400 million in fixed costs 
including annual pay raises, health insurance premiums, workers and unemploy- 
ment compensation, GSA rent, and the working capital fund. The idea that agencies 
have the magical ability to “absorb” inflationary costs year after year is an illusion. 
I think it is time for us all to recognize that years of ignoring inflation is having 
a detrimental effect on parks, refuges, and rangelands. I think we need to be more 
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forthcoming about the costs to federal lands for increases in grants and other pro- 
grams that benefit non-federal lands. 

I notice that travel, fuel, employee relocations, supplies, and equipment are not 
even considered in Interior’s fixed cost calculations. These are goods and services 
that a park or refuge have pay to keep the gates open. Interior has not requested 
or received an increase for general inflation in over 15 years. This has led to a 
steady erosion of the base budgets for parks, wildlife refuges, public lands, and fa- 
cilities. Just about ever 3 dhing has gone up in cost, but the Department has not re- 
ceived a cent to cover those costs. 

How much in fixed costs do you expect Interior bureaus to absorb in fiscal year 
2007? 

Answer. The budget proposes that Interior bureaus absorb about 70 percent in 
pay and health costs and fully funds all other fixed cost items. The budget includes 
§125.9 million for fixed costs and proposes an absorbtion of $43.5 million. These fig- 
ures assume the pay raise is enacted at the budget request level of 2.2 percent. 

Question. Based on commonly accepted inflation factors, how much did Interior 
agencies lose to inflation in 2005? 

Answer. The fixed costs budget request provides increases for general schedule 
pay raises based on Presidential pay policy, health benefits based on anticpated in- 
creased rates, rent increases for space costs under the terms of existing leases, and 
payments to other agencies for workers and unemployment compensation payments 
based on anticipated billings from the Department of Labor. In 2005 the budget re- 
quested $70.9 million for fixed costs and proposed Interior absorb about 40 percent 
of the fixed costs or $56.7 million. The enacted budget included a higher than pro- 
posed pay raise. Based on these factors Interior absorbed $103.3 million in fixed 
costs. There was also an across-the-board reduction of $149.2 million. 

Question. Based on commonly accepted inflation factors how much do you expect 
in 2006 and 2007? 

Answer. In fiscal year 2006 the budget request included full funding for fixed 
costs, or $157.1 million, but the pay raise was enacted at a higher level than the 
budget proposal and as a result interior absorbed $29.3 million. The across-the- 
board reduction was $156 million. In 2007 the fixed cost request totals $125.9 mil- 
lion for fixed costs and proposes an absorption of $43.5 million. 

LANDOWNER INCENTIVE AND PRIVATE STEWARDSHIP GRANTS 

Question. The administration budget does propose increases for a variety of grants 
programs for private landowners, localities, and states. 

Two programs that fared extremely well in the budget request are the Landowner 
Incentive Grant program and the Private Stewardship grant program. The Land- 
owner Incentive Program is increased 11 percent and Private Stewardship grants 
are increased 29 percent above the enacted level. These increases are out of line 
with the overall decrease in spending for the Department funded by this sub- 
committee. 

What justifies the high priority and large funding increases for these private 
lands programs, especially when many other tested programs have been cut? 

Answer. The Landowner Incentive Program (LIP) and the Private Stewardship 
Grants Program (PSGP) offer complementary approaches to enhance relationships 
with our partners and address important habitat needs for imperiled species. 

LIP provides competitive grant funds to State and territorial fish and wildlife 
agencies and Tribes to establish or supplement their own landowner incentive pro- 
grams and to provide technical or financial assistance to private landowners for the 
protection, restoration, and management of habitat to benefit federally listed or 
other species determined to be at risk. By helping, rather than regulating, the Serv- 
ice has found LIP to be a cost effective way to build public support for wildlife con- 
servation in rural communities, stretch existing conservation dollars to achieve the 
greatest possible benefit, and prevent the need for more drastic, and costly, regu- 
latory actions later on. So far, over 50 States and one territory (the U.S. Virgin Is- 
lands) have used Landowner Incentive dollars to either initiate or enhance their ef- 
forts to work with private landowners. Dollars are being used to implement impor- 
tant conservation actions identified in the State’s Wildlife Action Plan, thereby ad- 
dressing issues impacting multiple species of conservation need 

The PSGP provides grants and other assistance on a competitive basis directly to 
individuals and groups engaged in voluntary conservation efforts on private lands 
that benefit federally listed, proposed or candidate species or other at-risk species. 
In contrast to other grant programs, which usually support projects of third parties, 
groups and individuals themselves use the funds provided through PSGP for on-the- 
ground projects to conserve species on their property. Interest from private land- 
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owners in this program remains high. For example, in fiscal year 2005, private land- 
owners submitted 191 eligible proposals requesting approximately $21,625,279; of 
those, the Service was able to fund 72 projects that provided benefits for 120 unique 
listed species and an additional 19 unique candidate species. 

AMERICAN WHITE PELICANS 

Question. After several decades of recovery, populations of American white peli- 
cans have been declining in the 21st century. As you know, American white pelicans 
breed in several large colonies in north central states, including Chase Lake, North 
Dakota. An interagency, multi-state white pelican workshop was conducted in 
Jamestown, North Dakota in January 2006 to examine the white pelican situation 
across the major pelican nesting areas in North Dakota, Montana, South Dakota, 
and Minnesota. Scientists at the conference identified West Nile virus as a poten- 
tially serious threat to the species, and recommended that a continent-wide pelican 
population survey is key to answering many of the questions we have about the fu- 
ture of white pelicans. No survey has been conducted since the early 1980s. I know 
the white pelican is not endangered, at least not yet, and is not a game bird, but 
it is a species of concern. None of us wants to see white pelicans put on the endan- 
gered species list. 

How much base DOI funding do you plan to dedicate to white pelican research 
in fiscal year 2007? 

Answer. Although certain local colonies have been declining, the overall conti- 
nental population of American White Pelicans (Pelecanus erythrorhyncos) appears 
to be stable or increasing. Pelicans are long-lived birds that can probably withstand 
multiple years of reproductive failure while maintaining a relatively stable popu- 
lation size. While the Fish and Wildlife Service is concerned and would like to have 
a better understanding of factors that led to problems observed in 2004 and 2005 
with the pelican colony at Chase Lake National Wildlife Refuge, on a continent-wide 
basis these birds are abundant compared to many higher priority migratory birds. 
The Service’s migratory bird priorities are documented in the 2002 Species of Con- 
servation Concern List and in a list of 139 Focal Species of migratory birds. The 
American White Pelican is not currently a species of nationwide concern, although 
it is listed as a regional concern in Bird Conservation Region 26 (the Lower Mis- 
sissippi Alluvial Valley). 

There are no funds dedicated to specific research projects concerning the white 
pelican. However, we continue to monitor the different colonies in the Northern 
Great Plains for deaths, adult abandonment of nests and young, predation, and gen- 
eral colony health. This monitoring can be accomplished with existing funds. 

Question. What will your Department do in 2006 and 2007 to address the declin- 
ing pelican populations? 

Answer. As stated above, continent-wide American White Pelican populations are 
in general not declining. They are in fact increasing in some geographic areas, and 
otherwise largely maintaining stable populations (making them a low priority con- 
cern nationally from a migratory bird management perspective). However, we are 
concerned about certain local colonies declining, such as the Chase Lake colony. We 
continue to monitor the different colonies in the Northern Great Plains for deaths, 
adult abandonment of nests and young, predation, and general colony health. 

OIL AND GAS EXPLORATION ON PUBLIC LANDS 

Question. The budget increases Bureau of Land Management (BLM) oil and gas 
management by $26.3 million, an increase of 30 percent over 2005. I applaud your 
decision to increase environmental inspection, monitoring, and enforcement of drill- 
ing operations with an additional $4.9 million. Also included in the increase is $4.3 
million to “keep pace with the growing demand for APD’s”. Opponents of speeding 
up approvals for oil and gas companies to drill on public lands point out that you 
have already approved thousands of applications that have not been put to use. 

Exactly how many approved APD’s have not been exercised? 

Answer. The BLM does not track the number of APDs that have not been drilled. 
However, BLM does track the number of wells spudded, or originally drilled. In 
2004, drilling activity lagged behind BLM’s rate of APD approval; however the num- 
ber of new wells now exceeds the BLM’s rate of approving APDs, indicating that 
industry is adding capacity to utilize APDs and is drilling APDs approved in prior 
years. 

Industry has now ramped up to meet the national demand for energy and is uti- 
lizing a high percentage of the APDs that are approved. Industry has more than 
doubled its drilling since 2004. The number of wells spudded since the beginning 
of the fiscal year now nearly matches the number of APDs approved in 2006. The 
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table below displays APDs approved and wells spudded for the period October 1 to 
April 1 in fiscal year 2006 and for the comparable period during the prior two years: 



2004 

2005 

2006 

APDs Approved 10/1-4/1 

2,382 

2,722 

3,373 

Wells Spudded 10/1-4/1 

1,446 

2,728 

3,298 


Question. Is it really necessary to speed up APD approvals in light of the number 
that have already been approved? 

Answer. Section 366 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 contains processing 
timelines that BLM is working to meet. The timely processing of pending APDs rep- 
resents perhaps the Nation’s best near-term opportunity to provide additional do- 
mestic energy supplies. 


APPROVAL OF APDS 

Question. The Bureau of Land Management has hired an industry association to 
review and approve APD’s from the industry they represent. This truly looks like 
the fox is guarding the henhouse. I can imagine the uproar that would have greeted 
the Clinton administration if it had chosen the Wilderness Society to process the 
paperwork for timber sales. At a minimum, this gives the appearance of a conflict 
of interest. 

How can you to assure this Committee that abuses are not taking place? 

Answer. The BLM has not hired an industry association to review and approve 
APDs. The BLM has utilized industry employees in the past, under volunteer agree- 
ments, to prepare supplemental information such as maps used in the processing 
of APDs. BLM does not utilize industry employees currently. In fiscal year 2005, the 
oil and gas industry offered the services of several employees in order to assist BLM 
to be able to process additional APDs in a few offices that were unable to keep up 
with the pace of new APDs. BLM’s staffing has since heen increased to handle this 
workload. 

The scope of work undertaken by these “hosted workers” was limited to resource 
input and scientific analysis in subject matters they had expertise in. All decisions 
are made by BLM managers. The BLM uses volunteer labor in several of it pro- 
grams throughout the bureau and provides specific guidance on how this work force 
is to be used and supervised. The guidance for the use of such workers is found in 
BLM Manual 1114.2.22(C) (Volunteers). This policy states that hosted workers may 
provide advisory services, but may not make substantive recommendations and deci- 
sions that are appropriately made by BLM employees, supervisors, and managers. 

Work assignments for hosted workers were made by BLM supervisors and man- 
agers, not the sponsoring organizations. Prior to the arrival of hosted workers at a 
BLM Office, BLM identified the projects that hosted workers would be assigned to 
work on. Neither the hosted workers nor the consulting firm that recruited the 
workers had any role in setting work priorities. 

Hosted workers do not have access to BLM proprietary information and data. Ac- 
cess to data by volunteers is limited, carefully monitored, and controlled. 

Question. What other options did you consider before making this choice? 

Answer. As noted above, the BLM is not currently using “hosted workers.” As a 
short term measure, taken in order to respond to the unplanned increase in re- 
quests for APDs in 2005, BLM used the services of hosted workers. BLM considered 
options such as requesting additional appropriations, reprogramming and reassign- 
ments of staff from other offices. The hosted worker arrangement, under the BLM 
Manual policy for volunteers, provided the skills needed while BLM prepared a 
longer term response to the demand for APDs. BLM does not plan to use hosted 
workers to assist with APD processing in 2006 and 2007. 

Question. If Congress approves this budget increase, will you agree to stop using 
industry people to review APD’s? 

Answer. The BLM is not currently using industry employees to review APDs. 
Using the 2007 budget increase, together with the Pilot office funding in 2006, BLM 
has the capability to add staff and hire contractors with the skills provided by these 
“hosted workers” in 2005. BLM does not plan to use hosted workers to assist with 
APD processing in the future. 

ALASKA NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE 

Question. Your budget adds $12.4 million for Alaska North Slope energy activities, 
including $8 million to prepare for oil drilling in the Alaska National Wildlife Ref- 
uge (ANWR). 
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Congress has not authorized oil exploration in ANWR, and even if it does, the 
first lease sale would not take place before 2008. Considering how many other pro- 
grams are being cut or neglected in this budget, I believe we should put this $8 mil- 
lion to use in a more practical manner. 

Where would you suggest Congress redirect this $8 million that will not require 
new legal authorization? 

Answer. The Department’s budget proposal supports the environmental analyses 
needed to explore and develop the area within the Alaska National Wildlife Refuge 
(ANWR), where the U.S. Geological Survey estimates a mean expected volume of 
10.4 billion barrels of technically recoverable oil if Congress acts to lift the ban on 
development. If Congress does not lift this ban, but still provides the Administra- 
tion’s funding request, up to $8.0 million of the funds requested would be used to 
respond to a significant and costly set of response and cleanup projects caused by 
accelerated shoreline erosion in Alaska. The erosion of the shoreline threatens gov- 
ernment-owned legacy wells and other facilities. Proper abandonment of these gov- 
ernment-owned legacy wells is important to prevent contamination of the oceans 
and lakes in the area. 

The 2007 BLM Budget Justification referenced a preliminary cost estimate of $24 
million for emergency response and remediation activities that may be needed at 
various sites over the next five years. The BLM and Department will have a better 
cost estimate when the ongoing studies and the preparation of a long-term system- 
atic plan for responding to the sites are completed. 

In 2005, shoreline erosion exposed the well casing and breached the reserve pit 
at the JW Dalton well, initiating a highly visible winter emergency site character- 
ization. BLM’s initial remediation response was successful and the State of Alaska’s 
formal acceptance for the removals at the former reserve pit was received. In 2005, 
the Department provided $7.5 million in emergency funding to address the J.W. 
Dalton Well site issue and begin assessments and characterization of other sites 
that are at risk of inundation. The portion of the funding used specifically for the 
Dalton well has been used for the emergency response actions to plug and abandon 
the well; and to remove and manage the reserve pit contents in constructed tem- 
porary stockpiles. 

Transportation and final disposal of the wastes remain to be done before the J.W. 
Dalton project is complete. The disposal options study was completed January 30, 
2006. The least-cost scenario is roughly $6.5 million for contracting, with an addi- 
tional $0.2 million needed for administrative costs to complete this final phase of 
the JW Dalton response. 

The stockpiles are located at the Air Force’s Pt. Lonely DEW-Line site and the 
Air Force agreement stipulates that the stockpiles must be removed by 2008. The 
State of Alaska is allowing only a one-year extension to the temporary stockpiles. 
Funding is now needed to complete the removals. Completing the J.W. Dalton dis- 
posal is the highest priority. 

After the Dalton disposal, the next priorities, as identified by the 2005 NPR-A 
erosion inventory are: 

1. East Teshekpuk Legacy (USGS research) well and reserve pit 

2. Atigaru Legacy (USGS research) well and reserve pit 

3. Drew Point Legacy (USGS research) well and reserve pit 

A fourth priority site, the North Simpson (Navy) Legacy well, has no reserve pit 
associated with it and the BLM oil and gas staff have assessed the risk of the well 
itself as low. However, the wellhead has valves and is inundated in 4 feet of sea- 
water. Although the risk to the marine environment is currently low, the wellhead 
valve can be expected to eventually deteriorate, presenting a hazard to the marine 
environment from the diesel fuel in the well case. In addition, the wellhead presents 
a navigational hazard to any watercraft which are near shore in the area. For these 
reasons, the local Native communities, the State of Alaska, and the North Slope 
Borough could be expected to strongly oppose lack of action to plug, abandon, and 
cut off this well. 


HURRICANES KATRINA AND RITA 

Question. Many employees of your Department distinguished themselves by their 
heroic efforts to rescue stranded people and feed those left with nothing along the 
Gulf Coast after Hurricanes Katrina and Rita. They are to be commended. The Fish 
and Wildlife Service devoted over $10 million worth of support for the recovery ef- 
forts. This is in addition to over $160 million in damages to Service lands and prop- 
erty. The President has requested sufficient funding for necessary repairs and recon- 
struction which I support. However, he has not requested money to reimburse the 
agency for its emergency response costs. Last year you covered the $10 million in 
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emergency response costs by moving funds from the Fish and Wildlife Service con- 
struction account. Some of the construction funds came from leftover balances from 
completed projects. I’m glad to see those funds being put to good use. However, you 
also took funds from planned or uncompleted projects that are priorities of this 
Committee. These priority projects cannot be resumed unless funding is restored. 

Question. Will you use a portion of the pending supplemental to restore funds to 
these projects? 

Answer. The Fish and Wildlife Service does not plan to use a portion of the re- 
cently enacted supplemental to restore funds to these projects. 

WILDLAND FIRE MANAGEMENT 

Question. The National Fire Plan was intended to establish a unified, seamless, 
interagency wildfire management program. The budget presents disconcerting evi- 
dence of a lack of coordination between the Departments of Agriculture and Interior. 
The Interior Department’s budget for Wildland Fire Management is strangely at 
odds with that of the Forest Service. You propose elimination of rural fire assistance 
grants to small communities. The Forest Service budget, on the other hand, pro- 
poses an increase for their comparable volunteer fire assistance grants program. 
Your budget reduces funding for hazardous fuels reduction by $8 million. The Forest 
Service budget proposes a $10 million increase for fuels reduction. 

On the other hand, the administration is holding joint USDA-Interior fire re- 
search funding steady, but the Forest Service is proposing to cut their share. Per- 
haps most surprising is that you are increasing fire preparedness funding while the 
Forest Service reduces theirs. 

Would you please explain how the administration came up with such an incon- 
sistent budget? 

Answer. There are programmatic reasons for differences in the two agencies’ 
budgets, and having a unified and coordinated program does not necessarily mean 
that funding for individual activities will always move in tandem. Wildland fire 
management, including fuels reduction, rural fire assistance, and preparedness, re- 
mains a top priority for both Departments. The Department of Interior and USDA 
Forest Service plan to treat approximately 3.0 million acres of hazardous fuel in fis- 
cal year 2007. The Department of Interior alone expects to conduct hazardous fuels 
treatments on 1,052,000 acres, of which approximately 43 percent are in critical 
Wildland Urban Interface areas. Overall fuels treatment funding for the Federal fire 
community (including the Forest Service) is level with 2006. 

Though the 2007 budget does propose to eliminate the pilot RFA grant program 
at DOI, the request does continue to fund the Ready Reserve program. This DOI 
pilot program began in fiscal year 2006 with $1.9 million in Preparedness funding. 
The purpose of this program is to strengthen initial attack and extended capabilities 
of rural fire departments (RFDs) that provide firefighting assistance on DOI lands. 
In 2006, firefighter training will be repackaged for delivery at local fire facilities 
around the country. Additional training will be developed that bridges existing 
training in both the structural and wildland fire sectors, and training delivery will 
begin. With these funds, a supplementary workforce of 1,000 — 2,000 RFD personnel 
would be trained each year. This enhancement of local capacity will reduce the De- 
partment’s reliance on the more expensive alternative of transporting Federal and 
contract firefighters from other regions of the country. 

Furthermore, the Department will continue ongoing efforts to work with the De- 
partment of Homeland Security to meet the needs of rural fire departments for basic 
training and equipment through the much larger DHS Assistance to Firefighters 
Grant program. The Department recently updated the existing agreement with DHS 
that will ensure a greater role for the wildland fire agencies in reviewing grants to 
departments through programs they administer. As part of this enhanced collabora- 
tion, the two Departments now link websites to better direct those seeking grants 
to rural fire departments to available funding. 

DOI currently plans and budgets all predictable firefighting expenses within the 
Preparedness account, including all firefighters and aviation resources. The $6 mil- 
lion increase requested for Preparedness would fund fixed costs for this firefighting 
force. 

The Department and the Forest Service are currently engaged in the development 
of Fire Program Analysis, an innovative system that will inform fire management 
planning and budgeting across ownership and jurisdictional boundaries. Beginning 
with the 2008 budget request, this effort is designed to provide efficiencies through 
common and unified planning and budgeting in the future for both Departments. 

Question. Why don’t your Departments coordinate your efforts and provide a co- 
herent budget to Congress? 
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Answer. The Department of the Interior and USDA Forest Service do coordinate 
budget activities regarding wildfire management. However, this does not mean that 
funding for specific activities will always move in unison because each agency has 
unique factors to consider in developing its budget request. Both agencies are en- 
gaged in the development of Fire Program Analysis (FPA), an effort designed to pro- 
vide efficiencies through common and unified planning and budgeting in the future. 

Although the DOI and Forest Service wildfire budgets and budgeting processes 
are separate, the agencies collaborate and cooperate closely in all aspects of fire 
management, fire response, hazardous fuels reduction and public wildland fire edu- 
cation. 


RURAL FIRE ASSISTANCE 

Question. Rural fire departments successfully respond to thousands of fires every 
year on federal lands — saving taxpayers many millions in federal emergency re- 
sponse costs. Your budget asserts that you will coordinate with the Department of 
Homeland Security to see that Interior’s rural neighbors will have access to federal 
funding. 

Why are you proposing to cut assistance grants to rural fire departments that re- 
spond to wildfires on Interior’s public lands? 

Answer. As explained above, the Department continues to fund the Ready Reserve 
program at $1.9 million. In 2007, this program will train and provide safety gear 
for about 1,000-2,000 local firefighters. 

The Ready Reserve program was appropriated $1.9 million in fiscal year 2006; 
awards are not yet complete. Those funds will be spent for the following: 


Training Repackaging 

Training Development 

Personal Protective Equipment 
Training Delivery 


Amount 


$ 250,000 

250.000 

585.000 

789.000 


In fiscal year 2007, the program will direct all funds to training. 

Question. And how can you claim that DHS will help when the administration is 
also proposing to cut DHS firefighter grants from $648 to $293 million? 

Answer. DOI’s Rural Fire Assistance grant applicants are eligible to apply for 
DHS Assistance to Firefighters (AFG) grants and may also be eligible for Forest 
Service grants. To better coordinate all available grant resources, the Department 
recently updated a Memorandum of Understanding with DHS and the Forest Serv- 
ice that will ensure a greater role for the wildland fire agencies to participate in 
the AFG grant evaluation process. As part of this enhanced collaboration, the two 
Departments now link websites to better direct those seeking grants to rural fire 
departments to available funding. 

The AFG web page (http://www.firegrantsupport.com/stories/afg stories. aspx) de- 

tails grants that funded such things as wildland urban interface type H and III en- 
gines (California), wildland fire training (Tennessee), and a brush truck (Alaska). 
Though the DOI program does not fund rolling stock, these communities were able 
to successfully compete for wildland fire equipment and training in this much larger 
grant program. Through our enhanced collaboration and cooperation, the Depart- 
ment expects to continue to educate our DHS partners about the wildland fire com- 
munity and their specific needs to enhance their future capability to compete for 
scarce assistance. 


LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND 

Question. The Administration claims that it is requesting $633 million from the 
Land and Water Conservation Fund. I am not persuaded that this really the case. 
Your budget only requests $85.1 million for federal land acquisition, and grants to 
states for land acquisition and development of recreational opportunities. Federal 
land acquisition was $573 million in 2002 and it has gone down every year in the 
Bush administration. The state assistance side of the LWCF — which provides funds 
to states for acquisition of open space and development of parks would be elimi- 
nated. The Department’s budget points to 10 other non-LWCF programs being 
counted as LWCJF. 

Can you please explain how you say you are funding LWCF at $533 million when 
it seems that all you are playing a shell game by renaming other programs so you 
can count them as LWCF? 
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Moreover, how can you justify requesting such low levels for LWCF land acquisi- 
tion when there is a significant backlog of inholdings in our national forests, wildlife 
refuges, parks, and BLM lands, with sellers willing to sell their property for the 
benefit of our natural resources? 

Answer. Recognizing that a number of programs contribute to meeting America’s 
conservation and recreation needs, the Congress over the past decade has appro- 
priated nearly $1.5 billion from the Land and Water Conservation fund for pro- 
grams other than Federal land acquisition and State recreation grants. Specifically, 
in 2001, $456 million was appropriated from the Fund for other programs. In 2006, 
Interior, Environment and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, $156 million was 
appropriated for other programs. 

The 2007 proposal would use LWCF funding for the following programs that were 
funded from LWCF beginning in 2001: Cooperative Endangered Species Conserva- 
tion fund. North American Wetlands Conservation Fund, and State and Tribal Wild- 
life grants. The 2007 proposal also includes LWCF funding for the following two pro- 
grams that have been funded from the LWCF each year since 2002: Landowner In- 
centive program and Private Stewardship grants. 

The 2007 budget focuses LWCF funding on achieving high-priority conservation 
and related goals. Linking cooperative conservation on public lands to nearby pri- 
vate lands enhances conservation, intensifies community participation and leverages 
the funding dedicated to these activities. Conservation partnerships that transcend 
Federal boundaries create opportunities to tap into the knowledge and resources of 
neighboring communities and enlist their support in long-term conservation and 
recreation goals. In addition these partnerships leverage funds through partnerships 
that yield at least a one-to-one match. The proposed 2007 funding level of $533 mil- 
lion includes $147.3 million for the Forest Service and $386 million for DOT 

With respect to the backlog of inholdings and willing sellers, as stated in the De- 
partments of the Interior and Agriculture National Land Acquisition Plan of Feb- 
ruary 2005, that was submitted to the Appropriations Committees, the conservation 
of lands does not necessarily require Federal acquisition. Our agencies have system- 
atic processes for selecting the appropriate tools to manage lands, ensuring that ac- 
quisition is used with discretion, extensive public input, and only where acquisition 
appears to be the best alternative. In addition, the concept of a “backlog” for land 
acquisition can be misleading for several reasons. First, conservation of lands does 
not necessarily require Federal acquisition. Second, in contrast to facilities mainte- 
nance, there are not objective criteria for what must be done. Third, many 
inholdings do not need to be acquired. The key conclusion of the Land Acquisition 
Plan is that land acquisition is only one of a suite of tools to reach the Departments’ 
conservation and other land management objectives. Cooperative conservation pro- 
grams provide alternative tools to protect and manage land and resources. These 
tools significantly leverage Federal funds and often broaden the ways in which lands 
are managed and conservation goals are achieved. 

uses NORTH DAKOTA ENERGY REPORT 

Question. A USGS scientist named Dr. Leigh Price researched the potential for 
billions of barrels of untapped oil reserves in the Williston Basin, which includes 
North Dakota, in 1999 and 2000. Unfortunately, Dr. Price died more than six years 
ago — before he had the chance to publish two studies that he was working on. The 
studies include a manuscript, “Origins and characteristics of the basin-centered con- 
tinuous-reservoir unconventional oil-resource base of the Bakken Source System, 
Williston Basin,” and a detailed data set. I understand that USGS is currently re- 
viewing Dr. Price’s research for possible release. Since this research could be very 
important to both the scientific and energy development communities in my state, 
I am concerned that USGS has been abnormally slow in its decision about whether 
to make the information public. This research may be especially relevant since 
USGS is scheduled to do its next assessment of energy resources in the Williston 
Basin in 2007 or 2008. 

Do you plan to make this information publicly available? 

What is your timeline for making a decision about whether you will release this 
information to the public? 

Why has it taken the USGS six years to consider publishing this research? 

Answer. The scientist, Leigh Price — now deceased — submitted a draft manuscript 
for scientific peer review in 1999, just before his death, for publication as a “USGS 
E-Bulletin.” Only one reviewer returned any comments in the scientific peer review 
process. Therefore, the manuscript has not had peer review and has not received 
approval for publication by the Team Chief Scientist and the Director. In its current 
state, USGS cannot release the draft or any of its contents without violating policies 
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relating to scientific merit, integrity, objectivity, impartiality, non-advocacy, and 
public benefit. 

The USGS is currently evaluating the information in the unpublished manuscript 
and locating the author’s raw data that serve as the foundation for his interpreta- 
tions. The USGS is also taking into consideration information presented in recent 
publications regarding the Williston Basin. In addition, USGS is required to deter- 
mine whether the unpublished manuscript contains any proprietary information. 
Upon completion of all these evaluations, USGS will make a determination whether 
any information in this unpublished manuscript merits consideration for approval 
and publication and then the most appropriate means to disseminate that informa- 
tion, if appropriate. 

The last USGS assessment of petroleum resources in the Williston Basin was re- 
leased in 1995. The results of this assessment are available at http://en- 
ergy.cr.usgs.gov/oilgas/noga/index.htm. The next formal USGS study and reassess- 
ment of petroleum resources of the Williston Basin is slated for winter 2007/2008, 
with the publication and release of those findings shortly thereafter. 

STATESIDE LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND (LWCF) GRANTS 

Question. Your budget request eliminates stateside assistance grants through the 
Land and Water Conservation Fund. The National Park Service budget justifies this 
cut by saying “Paying for improvements to State and local parks is a decision better 
left to State and local taxpayers rather than to Federal teixpayers.” This rationaliza- 
tion is hard to understand when you propose a $2.1 million increase for private 
stewardship grants for voluntary conservation efforts on private lands and another 
$2.7 million increase for landowner incentive program grants to states and tribes 
for financial assistance to private landowners. 

Please explain why these FWS grants are more appropriate for federal funding 
than conservation grants to states? 

Answer. The Private Stewardship Grants and the Landowner Incentive Program 
Grants are critical elements in the conservation and recovery of the nation’s endan- 
gered and threatened species and other species of concern, and the habitats that 
support them. Recent studies have indicated that 75 percent of the species currently 
listed as either threatened or endangered under the Endangered Species Act rely 
on privately owned habitat for part or all of their lives. Likewise, the recently com- 
pleted Wildlife Action Plans (also known as State Comprehensive Wildlife Conserva- 
tion Plans) identify thousands of other species of concern that cannot be conserved 
without the habitats found on private lands. For example, in Tennessee, a state 
where 92 percent of the land is privately owned, landowner grants are being used 
to protect habitats in high priority rivers and streams. Projects funded by these 
grants are expected to benefit over 40 threatened or endangered species and provide 
improved water quality for all downstream users. Likewise in eastern Wyoming, 
where almost all the land is privately owned, conservation grants to landowners will 
be used to enhance or restore 10,000 acres of prairie and prairie stream habitats. 
This work will benefit dozens of species identified in the Wyoming Wildlife Action 
Plan while also providing financial benefits to the landowners. 

Given the importance of private lands to wildlife and the conservation opportuni- 
ties they represent, the Private Stewardship Grants Program and the Landowner 
Incentive Program provide habitat for wildlife while simultaneously helping land- 
owners maintain the economic viability of their property. By helping, rather than 
regulating, the Service has found these programs to be cost effective mechanisms 
to build public support for wildlife conservation within rural communities, stretch 
existing conservation dollars to achieve the greatest possible benefit, and prevent 
the need for more drastic, and costly, regulatory actions later on. 

The elimination of funding for LWCF State grants in the fiscal year 2007 budget 
request is an example of the difficult choices that were made to propose a budget 
that could support the Administration’s effort to cut the budget deficit in half by 
fiscal year 2009. In recognition of the need to constrain the budget, this was one 
area that could be reduced without affecting operations of the National Park Sys- 
tem, which is the core responsibility of NPS. The fiscal year 2007 budget request 
increases operations funding by $23.4 million. 

The fiscal year 2007 budget does not include funding for new LWCF State grants 
but does include $1.6 million for State Grants Administration which will be used 
to review the accounting, billing and performance of grants provided in previous 
years. Nearly $3.9 billion has been appropriated through fiscal year 2006 for the 
State grant program including $312 million in the last four years. 

Question. How will the President fulfill his promise on the LWCF without the 
stateside program? 



119 


Answer. The annual budget requests for 2002 — 2005 upheld the President’s first- 
term commitment to fully fund the Land and Water Conservation Fund. Throughout 
the first term, the Administration requested $900 million for Interior and Forest 
Service programs within the Land and Water Conservation Fund. Congress did not 
appropriate funds at the request level. 

Ileginning in 2006, the budget began to reflect the need to constrain funding with 
the goal of reducing the deficit. Despite the constraints, the 2006 budget request 
still included $496 million for the LWCF programs just within Interior. The Con- 
gress funded $264.5 million. The 2007 budget maintains a robust funding level for 
the Land and Water Conservation Fund. The 2007 request includes $386 million for 
Interior LWCF proCTams, an increase of $121 million over the 2006 enacted level. 

This funding levd is achieved with a focus on high-priority conservation partner- 
ship programs. Linking cooperative conservation on public lands to nearby private 
lands enhances conservation, intensifies community participation and leverages the 
funding dedicated to these activities. Conservation partnerships that transcend Fed- 
eral boundaries create opportunities to tap into the knowledge and resources of 
neighboring communities and enlist their support in long-term conservation and 
recreation goals. These cooperative conservation programs also have the significant 
benefit of leveraging federal dollars, sometimes by a ratio of four to one or more. 
They capitalize on community engagement, collaboration, and cooperation in work- 
ing toward shared goals of healthy lands and thriving communities. Four-fifths of 
the land in this country is in private ownership. Local communities and landowners 
are in the best position to help in efforts such as providing habitat for the protection 
of endangered species. 


Questions Submitted by Senator Ted Stevens 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

Question. 2005 statistics show there are 79 million acres of national parks in the 
United States. Alaska has approximately 51 million acres, or 65 percent of the coun- 
try’s national parks. Compared to the entire National Park System, the Alaska Re- 
gion consistently receives less than 5 percent of operations funding each fiscal year. 

Can you explain to me why the Department spends such a small percentage of 
operations funds for the National Park System in Alaska when Alaska has over half 
of the nation’s parkland? 

Answer. Many factors affect the funding level necessary to operate a park unit 
in a manner that is consistent with the National Park Service mission. Among the 
most important of these factors is the number of visitors a park receives, the nature 
of a park’s cultural and natural resources, the prevalence of threats to visitors and 
resources, and the number of facilities and roads that must be operated and main- 
tained. Most of the park units in the Alaska region are expansive and home to in- 
valuable natural resources. However, due to their remote locations, Alaska parks 
have fewer facilities in comparison with parks in the lower forty-eight States and 
receive less than one percent of the overall visitation to national park units. 

The current funding level for Alaska parks reflects a balance between the need 
to protect resources over a large area and the relatively small number of visitors 
for whom the NPS must provide interpretive programs, safety and security, and fa- 
cilities. However, as a result of needs identified by the NPS, Alaska national park 
units received funding increases at a rate faster than the average for all park units 
over the last ten years. From fiscal year 1997 to fiscal year 2006, Alaska parks had 
operations budget growth of 70 percent, greater than the 46 percent average for all 
parks. The NPS will continue to assess the needs of all parks to ensure that natural 
and cultural resources are protected and adequate services are provided to visitors. 

FISH & WILDLIFE SERVICE 

Question. The fiscal year 2007 budget request eliminates funds for the Regional 
Mark Processing Center. These funds are used by the Pacific States Marine Fish- 
eries Commission to maintain the coast-wide coded-wire tag database for anad- 
romous fish produced in U.S. hatcheries, as required by the Pacific Salmon Treaty. 
The Fish & Wildlife Service justifies this cut on grounds the project is not directly 
related to its performance goals under the Department of Interior’s strategic plan. 

How does this project not fit into the Department’s performance goals? How will 
the United States meet its obligations under the Pacific Salmon Treaty if funds for 
this project are eliminated? 

Answer. NOAA Fisheries and the States have primary responsibility of managing 
the fisheries covered by the Treaty. As a result, the Regional Mark Processing Cen- 
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ter’s management of fishery harvest is not captured in the Service’s Strategic Plan. 
Almost half of RMPC’s operational budget of roughly $530,000 comes from the Serv- 
ice annually. For the U.S. to meet its obligations under the Pacific Salmon Treaty, 
the agencies currently involved in the financial support of the RMPC will make 
every effort to identify other base funding sources to cover a portion of the proposed 
reduction. 

Question. The Marine Mammal Act is that marine mammal populations and the 
marine ecosystems on which they depend be maintained at, or returned to, healthy 
levels. This mandate is particularly important to Alaska given the number of types 
of marine animals in the State and the need to ensure sustainable use of marine 
mammals for subsistence purposes. 

What is the Department’s justification for eliminating funding for the Alaska Ma- 
rine Mammals Program — almost $2 million was appropriated for this program in 
fiscal year 2006? 

Answer. The earmark provided in 2006 is targeted to two areas: (1) $969,000 for 
cooperative agreements with Alaska Native organizations, and (2) $990,000 for ma- 
rine mammal surveys in Alaska. Although the elimination of the $969,000 earmark 
will reduce the scope and number of joint efforts pursued under cooperative agree- 
ments, the Service will maintain essential agreements through base funds in fiscal 
year 2007. The scaled-back agreements, many of which are predicated on a long- 
term approach, will still play an important role in maintaining partnerships with 
Alaska Natives, which provide key management tools for understanding marine 
mammal population trends and managing subsistence harvest. 

The 2006 Appropriation of $990,000 will be targeted towards the continued devel- 
opment of marine mammal population survey methods in Alaska. These funds pro- 
vide the opportunity to obtain biological information to address high priority re- 
source issues. For example, we have developed and are implementing an innovative 
survey technique to estimate the Pacific walrus stock. The Service will continue to 
seek ways to meet our management responsibilities for northern sea otter. Pacific 
walrus, and polar bear conservation that also recognizes current budget limitations. 

We anticipate that the tasks and projects funded with the marine mammal ear- 
mark will be completed in 2006. The Service is committed to continuing to meet our 
responsibilities for marine mammal conservation and management under the Ma- 
rine Mammal Protection Act, and recovery for those species listed under the Endan- 
gered Species Act. 


BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Question. The fiscal year 2007 budget request eliminates funding for the Alaska 
Minerals Program. The BLM justifies this cut on grounds the mineral survey func- 
tion is more appropriate for the State and other entities. Section 1010(a) of the Alas- 
ka National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) directs the Secretary of In- 
terior to assess the oil, gas, and other mineral potential on all public lands in the 
State of Alaska in order to expand the data base with respect to the mineral poten- 
tial of such lands. There are 73 mining districts in Alaska. 30 of these have been 
identified as high priority for assessments under ANILCA. The U.S. Bureau of 
Mines (through 1995) and BLM (since 1995) have completed the mineral assess- 
ments of 15 of the high priority mining districts. 

ANILCA directs the Secretary of Interior to assess the mineral potential on public 
lands in Alaska so I do not think the BLM’s stated justification for eliminating the 
program is adequate. How can the Department justify this cut when assessments 
have been completed on only half of the high priority mining districts? In addition, 
there are 43 remaining districts that have yet to be scheduled for assessment. 

Answer. The Department is focusing its available funding to meet its highest pri- 
orities, including responding to the Nation’s demand for energy. The Alaska Min- 
erals program provides mineral assessments which may provide some long term eco- 
nomic benefit, but which are not clear Federal priorities. The Department believes 
that industry or other entities with an interest in Alaska’s long term mineral poten- 
tial will invest the funds needed to continue assessments where needed. 

SUBCOMMITTEE RECESS 

Senator Burns. Thank you all very much. The subcommittee will 
stand in recess to reconvene at 9:30 a.m., Thursday, April 6, in 
room SD-124. At that time we will hear testimony from the Hon. 
Stephen L. Johnson, Administrator, Environmental Protection 
Agency. 
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[Whereupon, at 10:32 a.m., Thursday, March 30, the sub- 
committee was recessed, to reconvene at 9:30 a.m., Thursday, April 
6.] 



